ANTIQUITY 
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. Concerning the 


Malt B leſſed Euchariſt, 


ar SHEWED, 


In RR MAR EK s written, ſome Years 
fince, upon Mr. Jon nsoNn's Book; of 
The unbloody Sacrifice ; and now publiſh- 


ed, on occaſion of a Book, intituled ; A 
plain Account, &c. 
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The EucaarisT is that Fleſh of our 
Saviour, which ſuffered for our Sins, and which 
the Father by his Goodneſs raiſed from the Dead.. 
S. IoenaTivs M. ad SMyRN, c. 7; 


** 
| PI 
« 


L O N D O N. 
Printed in the Year M cc xxxv1. 


ae 1 0 K 


U 


1 
. 
* 


* . 
- 
Pl 
27 
% 
L 1 
* 
6 a 
7 * 
* 
* 
ly 7 * an 
= an. * 
% 
1 
bd = 
R 1 
1 | * 
4 
4 all. \ 


| A $ F 8 S * A 4 
, PSs ich * * 
N re 


Very ferauge Book, pub- | 
hifhed not long ſence, un- | 
der the Title of a Plain = 
| Account of the Enucha- ; 
. riſk, gave me Occaſion of looking au- | 
to ſome Places of the ancient Fa- 9 
thers concerning that Subject. This 
was made eafy to my Hand by the 
following Remarks, which I had | 
drawn up ſeveral Tears before. They | 
were written for the Satisfaction of 
a very learned Man, and bad, by 

God's Grace, the deſired Effects. 

_ Judges have thought they 

mught be of @ more oublck Uk. 
A 2 Their 
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The PREFACE. 

Their Opinion has determined me to 
publiſh them exattly as they were 
firſt written : hoping the Frankneſs, 
and Candour with which they were 
made for a Friend, may atone for 
what they want of an elaborate 
Work. 

The preſent Diſputes concerning 
the moſt bleſſed Euchariſt, will make 
them not unreaſonable: and the 
preſent Liberty of Writing on any 
Point of Religion, will, it is hoped, 
be allowed to one, who has, with 
great Fincerity, examined what An- 
tiquity has taught on ſo important a 
Subjeft. | 

Where fo great Freedom is given 
zo Novelttes, can it be apprehend- 
ed, that a fair Expoſition of the 
ancient Fathers Doctrine, wall not 
be permitted to appear? 

[: would have been eaſy to have 
given theſe Papers a more immediate 
Application to the pretended Plain 
Account; but it would have been 
_ needleſs. 
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ThePREFACE 
thing can be more clear, than that 


the Notions of that Writer, are wide- 
by different from thoſe of the anci- 


ent Fathers conſidered in theſe Re- 


marks; ſo on the other Hand, no 
one can doubt, but thoſe Fathers were 
certainly much properer Judges of 
what the Holy Scripture plainly 
zeaches, and © F what was the Be- 


lief which the Church had recerved 
from the Apoſtles, on ſo great an 


Article of Chriſtian Religion. 
Certainly too, the Man that can 


contempruouſly reject, or adviſe o- 


thers not to heed ſo great Authori- 


ties, could not be juſt Aly co 3 


_ Occaſion of ſuch a Book, with 
Titles of a great Maſter of Rea- 
ſoning, and of his Paſſions, For, 
bowever ſmoothly he may write, 
where is the Reaſoning in firſt lay- 
ing down for a Principle, that the 
Holy Scripture is clear upon the 
Point, and then adding, that the 
greateſs Men of the Church quite 
25 fo plain, and ſo great a Point 
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The PREFACE. 


of Religion? And let other Paſſions 


be never ſo much concealed, Vanity 
at leaſt, frauds glaring out, where 
a Writer's Novel fancies are confs- 
dently «pp ſed to ſuch venerable Au- 


thortttes. 


But thus it was neceſſary for that 
Authir to be armed with a bound. 


es Confidence, not only againſs the 


Authority of paſt Ages, but alſo a- 
gainſt that of the Church, whereof 
75 profeſſes himſelf a Member. For 
he could not but foreſee, that his 
Scheme would be received by the Ge- 
aeralny of that Church, with great 
Dijſlile, and even with Horror. 
Several who have already pub- 
liſbe ther Sentiments upon his 
Work, aud others generally of the 


Church of England, who ſpeak of 
i,-ſhew they have much higher Ide 


as , the moſt bleſſed Euchariſt, 


than that Author. And it it hoped 
they may, without Offence, be in- 
dire by the following Remarks, to 
I how much * ſtill want 


of 


The PREFACE. 

of carrying their Ideas of it up to 
4 — Standard. 4 LS 

What I would have further add- 
ed to this Preface, will be beſt "\ex- 
plained by a Copy of the Letter, ſent 
with theſe Papers, o the Friend for 
whom they were firſt written. 


r . 
LETTER to Mr. W. NV. 


5 1 R, FEI | 5 > 
F 7 U was "leaſed x to tell me ar 
door laſt Mecti „that you 
| would readily calt the Ie of 


8 


ER our Debates concerning the 
ne moſt bleſſed Eucbariſi, upon 
the Verdi of the anciem Fathers. You 
added, that nothing could be further re- 
quired, you thought, to be ſatisfied what 
was their Doctrine in that Matter, than 
to conſider what Mr. Jobnſon had faid of 
it, in his Book of the unbloody Sacrifice, 
&c. I have accordingly by your carneſt De- 
fire, and my own Inclination, examined thar 
Book with Attention. 

Scarce had I turned, npon my firſt Cu- 


rioſity, to three, or four different Places 
of it, but I preſently found him effectually 
deſtroying his own Aſſerſions, and clear- 
ly proving the Catholick Doctrine of the 


real Preſence, and Tranſubſtantiat ion, 
Ts 


3 * "4 
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Copy of a Letter, &c. 


To prove this to you, I began upon a 
cloſe: Phrokil of -his Book, to write — 
the following Remarks. They are more 
numerous and large, than I at firſt intended. 
But the great Impottance of the Matter, 
the Ginceary of my Deſign, and your Friend- 
ſhip, will atone for the Liberty I take of 
ſending them to you, without any further 
A ies Fury. not giving chem 4 mare. po- 


At the — ry” I muſt deſire you to 
, 15 1 that molt of theſe, Remarks, though 

Ty en with, a particular 13 

to => bo ens Book, are not only Argu- 
menta ad hommem, not meerly relative Ar- 
guments againſt him, but allo. direct, and 
abſolute Proofs of the Catholick Doctrine, 
concerning the moſt bleſſed Euchariſt, and 
ſuch other collateral, or incident Points as 
will be occaſionally mentioned. I remain 


with great Eſteem, and Sincerity, 


SIR, yours, &c. 
Octob. 15, 1714. | 


ADVER- 


ADVERTISEMENT. 


EW Authorities are here cited, but 
thoſe uſed by Mr. Johnſon, And as 
thoſe are abundantly ſufficient, ſo I have K 
been generally contended to cite them juſt 5 
as they are tranſlated by him, withour ta- 
king the Pains to tranſcribe the original 
Greek or Latin. For, as he fays, in his 
Advertiſement, the Reader will not ſuſpect ( 
our Adverſaries are partial againſt t 
ſelves in their Tranſlation of them, How. 
ever, I haye taken care ro refer by the Ler- 
ters (a) (H/ &c. to the original Texts as 
they ſtand in Mr. Johnſons Appendix, un- ; 
der the Names of the reſpectiye Authors. 4 
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rn Denen 
Mr. Jon nson's Preface, confidered. 


R. Jobnſon begins to be at Va- 
riance with himſelf, from the 
very Beginning of his prefatory 
Epiſtle. He there immediately 
2 ſays, it is all miſtake to pretend 
that ſeveral Biſhops of the Church of England 
have declared againſt the Doctrine for which 
he pleads. And yet in many Places of his 
Bock, and in his very Preface, be plainly 
ſuppoſes, and complains heavily, that there is 
almoſt a general Perſwaſion in the Church of 
England againſt his Doctrine. 


In this very Preface (Pag. viii, ix.) he re- Church of Bü- 
ſents it in a very lively Manner, that his Do- Sand _againf 
ctrine is called by his Advexſaries right down * Sachyfee. 


Papery. Now however he pretends to diſtin- 
B guiſh 


Chaerch of Eng- 


land wnſettled 
in Fundamen- 
tali. 


Fretended Com 
munion with 

Oppoſers of E- 
piſcopacy. . 


(>) 
guiſh his Sacrifice, from the Maſs; yet this 
clearly ſhews, that not only Maſs, but any 
proper material Sacrifice, is contrary to the 
common Notions of the pretended. Reforma- 
tion, And this appears further by his com- 
Plaining again here (Page x.) that the Biſhop 
of Oxford ſays, this Doctrine of his /avours too 
much of Popery ; and of the Biſhop of Nor- 
wich for ſaying, he does not wonder that Prieſts 
of the Chupch of Rome, but that Preſbyters of 
a reformed Church ſhould lay claim to a Sacri- 


fice—is pretty new and unaccoumable. (Page xii. 


Pref.) Now, I ſuppoſe theſe Biſhops knew 
the current Sentiments of their Church in ſo 


great a Point. 


8 But what he replies to this Objection that 


his Doctrine favours of Popery, is very re- 
markable, and ſhews at once the Unſettledneſs 
of the Church of England in fundamental 
Articles, and how little he agrees either with 
that, or with himſelf. Within theſe hun- 
% dred Years, ſays he, (Page xi. Pref.) it was 
&« Popery with ſome, and is ſo to this Day, 


© to aſſert the Co-operation of the Will of 
„Man with the Grace of God, or to contra- 


& dict thoſe Notions of Predeſtination, and 
„ Reprobation, which Mr. Calvin and his 
Followers had made the fundamental Arti- 
& cles of Religion.” Hence it is plain Cal- 
vin, and other Proteſtants, who diſagree in 
theſe Notions, do not agree in what they 
hold to be Fundamentals. And we ſhall fee 
the like Diſagreement upon the Euchariſt, 
From whence it 1s a neceſſary conſequence, 
that they prevaricate by pretending to be in 
Communion with one another, while they 
are ſo wide afunder in ſuch great Points. 


And 


f 82 2 Std. Seeed ee. 
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And when Mr. Jobnſon adds, (Page xii.) that 
the Diſſenters are much fuller of Admiration, at 
all. thoſe who believe Epiſcopacy is of divine or 
Apoſtolical Inſtitution, than his Adverſaries are 
at the Aſſertors of a Sacrifice; he ſtil] con- 
firms what I here advance, that ſince the far 


greater Part of Proteſtants, are averſe from 


that Doctrine of Epiſcopacy too, it is mani- 
feſt Prevarication in him, and in the Church 
of England in ral, to look upon them 
as Members of the true Church. Nothing 
but a ſtrange Latitudinarian Principle can al- 
low thoſe to be in Communion, and in the- 
2 Church, who differ in ſuch great Ar- 
tic les. 

What he ſaid juſt before in the ſame Page 
is no leſs inconſiſtently advanced. I is cer- 
tain (ſays he Page xii.) the Sacrifice of ibe pri- 


mitive Church, explained in the following Book, 


differs as much from that of the Papiſts, as our 
Epiſcopacy differs from theirs, I preſume. he 
is not aware of the Conſequence, For if 
their Epiſcopacy differs ſubſtantially or eſſenti- 
ally from ours (as their Sacrifice does) it is 
very certainly no true Epiſcopacy at all. As 
both Sacrifices cannot be the true Sacrifice, 
ſo both Epiſcopacies cannot be true, if equal- 
ly different, and ſo effentially different from 
one another. | 


In the following Pages of his Preface he church of Eng- 
gives us farther Proofs that the Church of land defedive 
England is extremely deſective in neceſſary in neceſſan 
Matters, and unſettled in her Notions of Re- ** 
ligion. If you conſider, (ſays he Page xix.) 


the Genius of the People, they are, or were, 

« either averſe to the Doctrine of a Sacrifice, 

or altogether unconcerned for, or againſt 
8 | B 2 6-20” 
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* it.“ This he fays in Anſwer to thoſe who 
object, that this his Doctrine was trumped 
with an indirect Deſign againſt the Govern- 
ment. Let us grant he has Reaſon to ſay, no 
Doctrine could be leſs likely to ſeduce People 
ſo averſe from it ; yet this clearly ſhews that 
this Doctrine is not the Belief of the Church 
of 'Eigland, but contrary to the general Per- 
ſuaſion of it. And what Notion again can 
one have of that Church, which is fo averſe, 
or ſo unconcerned, in ſo great a Point of Reli- 
gion? Page xxii. he again calls it a nge 
Truth, and plainly ſignifies, that the Genera- 
lity of the Clergy and Laity have agreed 1 
maim and deface it by Innovations, and that the 
eftabliſhed Church has not made ſufficient Provi- 
ſton for this neceſſary Truth. And what then 
ought he; and every thinking Man, to judge 
of ſuch a Church? Can'a true Church nepterr, 
maim, and deface ſo neceſſary a Truth? A 
Truth ſo eflential to Religion, as he every 
where maintains this to be? A Truth fo 
grounded in Scripture, and Antiquity, as he 
declares this is? Can that be a true Church, 
or can it be lawful to perſiſt in Communion 
with that Church, which knows not, or pro- 
feſſes not, what it ought to believe in a Thing” 
of ſo great, ſo ſacred a Conſequence ? In fine, 
when he tells us, (Page xxxiii.) that he has 
not heard of above one Biſhop that has declared 
in favour of the primitive Sacrifice, I leave 
any ſerious” Man to judge, how inconſiſtent 
the Church of Enpland muſt be, if it ſormer- 
ly held this Doctrine; and how defective it 
muſt now be in neceſſary Articles ; and conſe · 
quently how little like that Church, Which is 
the unmoveable Pillar if Truth? 1 fad, if” 
formeri ly 


(35) ) 


formerly it held this Doctrine, becauſe he pre- 
tends that ſome ſince the pretended Reforma- 
tion, have ſpoken had, of rhe Sacrifice. 
But this is certain, they have done it but lame- 
ly; and even biſhop Poynet, upon whoſe * 
ſtimony he inſiſts the moſt, is manifeſtly at 
variance both with himſelf, and with Mr. 
Fobn/on, as might be eaſily proved. How- 
ever, even. ſuppoling ſome few, and thoſe 
contradicted by others, were inclined to it, 
this at leaſt is certain, that of late Years the 
generality of the Church of Zxgland has been 


a neceſlary Article; and u Sacrifice, no Church 
muſt be in Mr. Jobnſon's Principles, as cer- 
tain an Axiom, as 0 Biſhop, no Church. + 

After Mr. Jobnſon had, as we have ſeen, 
thus declared that the preſent Church of Eng- 
land is againſt this Doctrine of a Sacrifice, it 

is ſomething particular to hear him in the 
— Page xxxiv. uſing ſo ſoft an Expreſſion, 
as this; here 15 not ſo perfect a Harmony and 
» Agreement amongſt our Drvines on this Subyeet, 
@s in otber Matters. Sure at leaſt, if they are 
not agreed in this, though a neceſary Article, 
we may ceaſe to wonder at their perpetual 
Diſagreement in other Matters. 

He immediately adds : It remains that 
e either theſe Diſputes continue ſtill unde- 
« cided, or that they be brought to a Con- 
« cluſion, by an impartial, Enquiry into the 
Judgment af the primitive apoſtolical Tra- 
dition.“ I am glad to ſee him thus own 
that the Church of Zngland is ſtill to ſeek in 
fo fundamental an Article; and that it muſt 
be ſought for, not by Scripture alone, but 
2 by Tradition. How this agrees with the 

3 common 


far from any Appearance of regarding it as 


Appeal to Tale 


dition. 


| ny 
common Principle of Proteſtants, that Scrip- 
ture alone muſt be our Rule, I ſhall leave o- 
thers to explain, and in the Interim, I ſhall 
willingly follow him in his Search into Anti- 
quit. 3 1 
Pag. xli, xlii. Pref. he very juſtly ſays; 
<« look upon the Fathers of the fourth Cen- 
5 tury to be the beſt Expoſitors of the Do- 
cc trine of the three former Ages. — I have 
& taken ſome Citations from Theodorite and 
« Cyril of Alexandria in the fifth Century, 
* who had their Education in the fourth — 
* and though I can't ſo much depend on the 
«© Writers of the fourth Century, when they 
<< are deſtitute of the Authority of the former 
« Ages; yet when they fall in with them, 
t it ſeems a great Proof that the former Ages 
looked upon the Doctrine or Practice, 
„ wherein there is ſo viſible an Agreement, 
* to be 4 Matter of the greateſt Moment, 
and therefore did inculcate it upon their 
te riſing Poſterity, with the greater Earneſt- 
* neſs and Aſſiduity; and that therefore their 
0 Conſent with their Anceſtors in ſuch Par- 
2 ticulars, proceeded from the unanimous 
Judgment, and faithful Care of the fore- 
te going Ages, to tranſmit ſuch Doctrines and 
$6 Practices, clearly and fully to future Ge- 
1 nerations: And what I have ſaid of tlie 
fourth, I might; I believe, apply to the 
*« three or four ſucceeding Centuries, ſo far 
„as concerns the Matter now in diſpute.” |, 
It muſt needs ſeem very ſtrange how 4 
Man of Mr. Jobnſon's Wit and Capacity 
could pen ſuch lines as theſe; and not obſerve 


how inconſiſtent they are with his own, and 
with ige Chijrch of England's Doctrine. F. or 


(7) 
if the fourth-age Writers are the beſt Expoji- 
tors of the Doctrine of the former Ages, then 
by the ſame Rule of Equity, the fifth Age 
will beſt expound the fourth, the ſixth the 
fifth, and * to the very Time of our 
preſent Diſputes. Eſpecially in great Mat - 
ters, and ſuch as concern the moſt ſacred, 
moſt ſolemn, moſt publick Part of divine 
Worſhip, wherein great Care and Faithfulneſs 
in clearly and fully tranſmitting ſuch important 
Points muſt be equally allowed, or all Au- 
thority of Writers upon theſe Matters muſt be 
laid aſide. To lay them all aſide is perfectly 
abſurd: to ſtop at any determinate Age, is ab- 
ſolutely precarious and arbitrary: To take the 
whole Body of preceding Ages is entirely in- 
conſiſtent with the pretended Reformation. 
No leſs ſtrange is this that follows in the 
fame Place (Page xlii.) I have given my 
Reader a Specimen of the Judgment of 
« the Church in the eighth Century, from the 
Council of Conſtantinople that met to con- 
„ demn Image-Worſhip.; from which it will 
appear, that even thus late, the Doctrine 
of the Euchariſt and Sacrifice, was pre- 
« ſerved free from any groſs Adulteration, 
e and eſpecially from that which was after- 
.*« wards called Tranſubſtantiation. And that 
therefore if Gregory Nyſſen ſo early as the 
« fourth Century did teach a ſubſtantial 
Change, as the moſt excellent Dr. Grabe 
« ſuſpects ; this was peculiar to that Father, 
or at the moſt can be charged upon him, 
and Cyril of Hieruſalem only, (which laft 
] muſt confeſs is in my Opinion innocent 
as to this Point) and ought not to be 
looked upon as the current Doctrine of the 
B 4 Church; 


('8.) 
Church, in that or even in the following 
Ages. | 
Let us here grant what he wrongfully ſup- 
poſes, as I will ſhew preſently, that Image- 
Worſhip was condemned by the Church of 
Antiquity of the eighth Age. But then let me aſk, how 
an Hallam any Thing can be more inconſiſtent, than 
; that Image-Worſhip ſhould be preſently con- 
demned, and yet Traub ſo groſs 
an Error, as he calls it, ſhould paſs through 
ſo many following Ages, and not be cenſu- 
red? Was the Church awake to one Thing, 
and aſleep to another of equal, or rather much 
greater Moment? What a Number of Coun- 
cils were convened to condemn Berengarius 
when he began to oppoſe it? And what ſtu- 
pid Lethargy ſeized the Church when Tran- 
ſubſtantiation' was brought in? Can any rea- 
ſonable Man imagine, that ſo hard a Doctrine 
could be the univerſal Belief in one Age, and 
no one talk of it as a Thing unheard of be- 
fore? Could any one now. begin to maintain 
that baptiſmal Water is /ubſtantially changed 
into the Blood of Chriſt, and teach it as the 
Doctrine of former Ages, and yet no Coun- 
cil meet to ſuppreſs ſuch a riſing Paradox? 
How then could Tranſubſtantiation become 
the uniyerſal Belief, if contrary to the Faith 
of all former Ages? Could eight Ages keep 
free from it, and yet the next Ages receive it 
without Oppoſition, as a moſt orthodox and 
primitive Article? You may as well think 
it poſſible that although this Year we know 
and believe Veſtminſter to be built of Stones, 
yet the next Reign will make all England 
believe it is, and always was verily and indeed 
Fleſh and Bones. x 
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As to what he ſays of St. Gregory Ny/ſen, 
I will only obſerve, that as he ſeems: to giye 
him up, ſo I cannot conceive how any ſin- 
cere Man can queſtion St. Cyril's Meaning, 
as. will appear when we come to the Quo- 
tations z in the mean while, it is clear they 
were. not ever: cenſured by the Antients for 
their Doctrine in this Point, which they would 
certainly have been, if their Sentiments had 
been thought a groſs and monſtrous Error, 
* contrary to all the other ancienter, or contem- 


porary Fathers. 


He proceeds to tell us in the ſame Page (xlii.) Ancient Litas. 


„% likewiſe made Extracts from the moſt gies. 
s antient Liturgies now extant, and though 
ts none of them except the Clementine, be truly 
primitive; yet in ſuch. Particulars as they 
agree with the Clementine, they do very 
% much illuſtrate it, and ſhew the Conſent 
* of the Churches even in later Ages, to ma- 
ny of the Doctrines aſſerted in the follow- 
ing Sheets.“ | 

By what certain Criticiſm, he can preve 
the Clementine to be entirely genuine, Iſhould 
be glad to know. However I think it can- 
not be denied but both that, and others, have 
great Remains of Antiquity, and that, where 
they agree, they very much illuſtrate the 
Conſent of Churches in the following Ages, 
not only as to the Sacrifice aſſerted by Ca- 
tholicks, but alſo as to other Doctrines, as I 
ſhall ſhew hereafter. Here I will only 6b- 
ſerve, that it is very arbitrary to allow of 
ſome Doctrines, and deny others which are 
no leſs clear in the moſt ancient Liturgies 3 
and that Liturgies containing the publick 


Senſe, and common Service of the Church, 
CE: though 


r, 


610) : 
though they may receive ſome ſmaller, yet can 
be imagined to have received any Alteration 
in material Articles of Belief, without a viſi- 
ble Oppoſition. We know what Oppoſition 
was made to the Addition of one only Word 
to the Nicene Creed, but we know of no O 
PRE made to praying to Saints, or for the 

or to Tranſubſtantiation ; or at leaſt 
whatever Oppoſition was made, was ſoon 


quelled by the Church's declaring her Senfe 


more fully in Favour of thoſe Do&trines. 
Again in the ſame Page he goes on; It 
« 1s. very evident that ſome Notions! could 
„ never have begun ſo early as to be extant. 
e in the Clementine Liturgy, and yet be fo 
« far diffuſed as to appear in all the Litur- 
„ pies here cited; if they had not one com- 
« mon Original, and that in the firſt Times 
of Chriſtianity — The ſame Series of Con- 
« ſecration — Their Agreement in Interceſ- 
* ſions, Propitiations — is a Demonſtration 


that as to theſe Particulars, they were all 


Engliſh Litur- 


*© formed by one Rule.” EE Ons 

And this ſhews how unreaſonable it is for 
Proteſtants, and particularly for this Author, 
to deny other Doctrines for which there is vi- 
ſibly an equal Conſent of all Ages; and which 
it is clear to a Demonſtration could not be dif- 
fuſed ſo far, if they had not the ſame primi- 


tive apoſtolical Original. op 
The ten, or dozen laſt Leaves of this long 


427 defedive in Preface are to examine whether any proper 
the chief Point- Oblation of the Elements is preſcribed, or even 


allowed in the Liturgy of the Church of 
England. But I take this Diſpute of his with 
the Biſhop of Norwich to be very inſignifi- 
cant, ſince he cannot pretend their W is 

” plain 
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plain for a proper Sacrifice, and ſuch a one as 
is in all ancient Liturgies. Whence it fel- 
lows that the Engliſh Liturgy is defective in 
the very chief Point of all ancient Liturgies. 

I have been as ſhort as I well could upon 
his Preface. But-1 will not omit a Remark 
upon what he ſays Page xxxix. He there de- 
clares he has not touched any Book written 
by modern Papiſts on their Sacrifice. This 
Declaration is viſibly made to ſtave off the 
Odium he apprehended from maintaining a 
Doctrine ſo foreign from the Notions of the 


Church of England, that he foreſaw it would 
look as if he had taken it from Catholick 


Writers. And very ſure I am, however it 
has happened, that many of his Arguments 
are in a manner Word for Word in Catholick 
Authors. I am unwilling to ſuſpect his Sin- 
cerity, and therefore ſuppoſe he only means 
he did not conſult them while he was actual- 
ly compoſing his Book. For at other Times 
it ' ſeems - he has conſulted them, ſince he 
quotes Bellarmin, and hints at others. And 
it were to be wiſhed he had conſulted them 
more fully, and attentively. For ſo he might 
have avoided many Errors which I ſhall ſhew 
he has fallen into through a ſtrange Preju- 
dice; or Ignorance of our Doctrine. 


SECT. 


Abſurdi 


monſirous. 
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8 E:C-T; I. 


Some Remarks upon the Beginning of 


Mr. Johnſon's Book. 


FT HE firſt Thing I ſhall obſerve upon the 
L Body of his Book, is Page 4. where he 


ſubſtantiation thinks fit to declare that he believes Tranſub- 


ſtantiation to be as monſtrous a Doctrine as ever 
was believed by any that call themſelves Chriſtians. 
It will appear hereafter how unreaſonable this 


harſh Cenſure is, as to the Subſtance of that 
Doctrine. At preſent I muſt needs ſay it 


does by no means become a Man of Mr. Jobn- 


ſon's Learning, to ſpeak ſo much in the vulgar 


Dialect of Scriblers, as to infinuate that Catho- 
licks rather call themſelves, than are truly Chri- 


ſtians. Moreover, he ought to remember, that 


the whole Chriſtian World was unqueſtiona- 
bly for many Age in that Belief; and ſhall 
it be allowable in a Man of Senſe, and any 
tolerable Moderation, to affirm that all the 
ious Perſons of the Chriſtian World were 
ools, and all the learned were Knaves ; and 
all our Anceſtors either not Chriſtian enough 
to own, or not reaſonable enough to ſee (with 
the greateſt Light of Chriſtianity) into ſo 
groſs, ſo monſtrous, ſo ſtupid an Error, as 
he repreſents this Doctrine to be? Such a No- 
tion of the Chriſtian World, and of the only 
viſible  Catholick Church of Chriſt for many 
Ages, is far more unaccountable than all the 
ſeeming Difficulties of Tranſubſtantiation. : 
5 The 


(23') 

The next Thing that comes remarkable in 
che proper Deſign I am upon, is in theſe 
Words, Page 10. Becauſe the Church of 
Rome has miſapplied this Title (of «nbloody 
« Sacrifice) to their miſſatick Sacrifice, we 
s therefore further declare, that we believe 
ce not the very ſubſtantial or perſonal Blood 
« of Chrift to be there offered, as the Papiſts 
c do; and therefore cannot in any tolerable 


be Blood in Suhſtance. This at leaſt I may now 
ſay is very evident, that ſince that which is 
Blood indeed, is allowed by him to be right- 
ly called an unbloody Sacrifice; it may be 
alſo rightly called ſo by thoſe who believe 
Blood in Subſtance is offered. For this may 
be offered in an unbloody Manner, as in his 
a mem 


cannot in tolerable Senſe be denied to 
870 


- «© Senſe, call that an unbloody 1 * 
This will eaſily appear to be both un- Buchbar how 
b- rounded in elf and inconſiſtent with his an wndloody Sa- 
4 own Principles. For Page 19. et ſeq. he main- e. 
. tains that a material Sacrifice may be alſo juſt- 
* Iy called ſpiritual; and Page 163. et ſeg. he 
9 alſo maintains the Euchariſt to be the very 
* Body and "Blood of Chriſt. As therefore the 
A Sacrifice may. be. material, and yet in a ve 
4 good Senſe called ſpiritual alſo; and though 
u it is verily and indeed Chriſt”s Blood, yet it may | 
A be juſtly called an anbloody Sacrifice ; ſo there 
t can be no manner of Difficulty in Catholicks 
A believing it to be Chriſt's ſabſtantial Blood, 
and yet rightly called an «nbloody Sacrifice. 
/ Becauſe although there is truly Blood, yer it 
: is not facrificed after the bloody Manner of 
- ancient Sacrifices. I will hereafter ſhew that, 
granting it to be Blood verily and indeed, it 
| 
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Principles it is an Oblation of Blood indeed 
in an unbloody Way. | _ 


acharift how - Mr. Johnſon. from Page 18. proves at large 


called ſpirienal that the Euchariſt, though a material Sacri- 


and 


*fice, yet is by the antient Fathers, whereof 
he cites a conſiderable Number, called un- 
bloody and ſpiritual. Nay (Page 24.) he quotes 
Theodorite, Euſebius of Cejarea, and St. Hie- 
rom as denying clearly and roundly, that, the 
Euchariſt is a corporeal or irrational Sacrifice. 


. Is it not then very clear, that if a Thing 


which is material can be denied to be corpo- 


real, that which is ſubſtantially Blood may be 


dented to be a bloody Sacrifice, and rightly 


called an unbloody one? In a Word, either 


the Euchariſt is Bread in Subſtance, or it is 
Chriſt's Body in Subſtance : Both Ways it is 
ſtil] a ſubſtantial Body. If then corporeal, 
material Bread can be ſacrificed, and yet the 
Sacrifice be called a rational, and not corporeat 
Sacrifice, it is very oddly inconſequent to fay, 
the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body and Blood may 
not be called an «nbloody Sacrifice. 


How called a I ö muſt farther obſerve. particularly upon 
ſpiritual Body. Page 25, that what he ſays of the Eucha- 


riſt being called a ſpiritual Sacrifice, and yet 


that it is alſo a material one, does moreover 


clearly prove, that ſuch Quotations as are 
brought to prove it is not Chriſt's ſubſtantial 
Body, becauſe it is called a fpiritual Sacri- 
fice, or even a ſpiritual Body, are of no force 
againſt Tranſubſtantiation. For ſince thoſe 
Places ſpeak either of the Bread and Wine 
in Subſtance, or elſe of the Body of Chriſt 
in Subſtance, it is evident that calling them 


a ſpiritual Sacrifice, is not inconſiſtent - with 


the Subſtance of Chrift's Body; as in our Ad- 
IN, verſaries 


ten called a /173ual Sacrifice,” 


615) 


verſaries Notions, that Appellation or Name 
is not inconſiſtent with the Subſtance of Bread. 
Nay all ſuch Citations are rather a Proof, 
than an Objection to Tranſubſtantiation, For 
it is clearly more obvious and natural to think 
thoſe who believe Chriſt's Body to be there 
inviſibly, all in every Part, and with other 
Circumſtances naturally belonging to a Spirit, 
might call it a ſpiritual Sacrifice, and even a 
ſpiritual Body; than that they ſhould call 
Bread a ſpiritual Sacrifice and a ſpiritual. Bo- 
dy, while it is viſibly Bread, and believed 
to remain Bread, without any of thoſe ſpiri- 
tual Ways of Exiſtence, which are in the Eu- 
chariſt, according to the Doctrine of Tran- 


ſubſtantiation. | 


Moreover, Mr. Jobnſon rightly obſerves 
Page 26. that St. Paul ſpeaks of a ſpiritual 
Bod „I Cor. xv. and in the fame Chapter 
calls the entire Perſon of Chriſt Jeu, 4 
quickening Spirit. Hereupon he juſtly adds; 

«© Now if the ancient Hereticks, who de- 


.nied that Chriſt had a real Body, were again 


<« to appear in the World, how would our 
« Adverſaries be able to. confute them up- 
© on their Hypotheſis? If they ſhould tell 
e theſe Hereticks, that the Words ſpirit and 
spiritual are not always ſo meant as wholl 

<« to exclude Matter and Body, as they mu 

« do if they would in earneſt anſwer the Al- 
e Jegations of theſe Men from the Words of 
« St. Paul; it is very evident that in anſwer- 
« ing them, they muſt anſwer their own 
« Cavils againſt us, when they conclude, that 
« the Euchariſt is a Sacrifice in which no 
„ material Thing is offered, becauſe it is of- 


In 


a 
— 
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Tn theſe very Words of Mr. Johnſon, may 
4 Catholick anſwer ſuch Allega 
vils as our Adverſatics bring often, to prove 
the Euchariſt is not Chriſt's real Body, be- 
cauſe often called ſpiritual. I believe more- 
over it may be remembered, that here he 
takes the Words Chriſt's real Body, for Chriſt's 
zerfonal ſubſtantial Body, as indeed they can- 
not reaſonably be taken for any Thing elſe 
when we ſpeak of his true Body. So that 
for Mr. Jobnſon, and other Church of Eng- 
land men, to pretend they maintain the Eu- 
chariſt is Chriſt's very, real, Body indeed, and 
yet deny it is his material ſubſtantial Body, 
is a plain Contradiction. But I ſhall have 
occaſion of ſhewing this more particularly 
hereafter; as alſo that in Mr. Jobnſon's Prin- 
ciples he cannot confute one who would deny 


' <Chtift had a real Body. 


How called 
ar. 


At preſent I will rather obſerve, that he al- 
ſd remarks very well (Page 27.) that St. Paul, 
x Cor. x. 1, 2. calls the Manna ſpiritual 
Meat, and the Water of the Rock ſpiritual 
Drink, and yet that no Man of Senſe, will 
from thence conclude they were immaterial 
Manna and Water? Nor can any one in rea- 
fon conclude, that the Euchariſt is not ſub- 
ſtantially Chriſt's Body, becauſe ſometimes it 
1s called ſpiritual Food?“ 5 | 
Remarkable alſo are theſe Words of Mr. 
Zobnſon in the next Page 27, where he appre- 
bends ſome of the Antients may have ated 
that the Euchariſt is 4vaG>, as well as dun- 
2 but that they did not mean it is per- 

feftly immaterial or without bodily Subſtance, 
but that it is not groſs and dreggy, Let not 
then ſuch Places be urged againſt Tranſub- 
ſtantiation 


tions and Ca- 
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ſtantiation. They are manifeſtly of leſs Foree. 
againſt us than againſt Mr. Jobnſon ; ſince 
Bread and Wine are more groß and dreggy, 
than - Chriſt's glorious Body inviſibly pre- 
ſent. ; | 


* Page 28. & /e He begins to produce a Sacrifice proved 
great Number of Texts from Antiquity _ the Fa 
prove the Euchariſt is a material Sacrifice. 


Hereupon I have little to remark at preſent. 
For I readily grant he proves unanſwerably, 
a true material. Sacrifice to have been their 
unanimous Doctrine. Such Texts as parti- 
cularly regard Tranſubſtantiation, among 
n I ſhall. conſider here - 
alter, Ty Amy £ 

When (Page 34.) Mr. Jobnſon comes 22 
prove a material Sacrifice from Councils, I ſtantin 


was extremely ſurprized to find a Man of his l. Pom. 754. 


Capacity ſhould offer to place that of Con- 
ftantinople Anno Dom. 754. in the Head of 
them. Nothing but an unfortunate Preju- 
dice of Education could have drawn ſo learn- 
edi a Man, into ſo wrong, ſo inconſiſtent a 


Basis Suach i will er re e 
the ſhort Remarks I will ky Ye 


I have 
produced his Words at large. He ſpeaks 
thus: The Synod of Conſtantinople was too 
e late to be cited upon this Occaſion, if there 
«© were not a very ſingular Honour due to 
this numerous Congreſs of learned and pi- 
sous Biſhops, on Account of that noble Op- 
«+ poſition they made againſt Images of Wood 
and Stone, and that upon this Principle, 
that Jeſus Cbriſt had given us one only 


Image of his Body in the Euchariſt, and 


*<:therefore, for this Reaſon among others, 
condemned a cb Zeal of thoſe, who 
Ti, were 


Antiquity of 
Image-Wor- 


ſhip. 


to befeverſed ; eſta 
molten and graven” Images; and laid fr 
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dee were ther for g other Images into 
<< the Church; but the adverſe Party, in leſs 
de than forty Yeats — did. ſo far. ail, 
that in the ſecond Synod of Nice, they got 


te the Decrees of this — of Conſtantinople, 
bliſhed the Worſhip of 


„don for à Principle, ' that the Euchariſt 
<< was; not an Image of Chriſt, but Chriſt 
„ himſelf; and though the Word Tranſit 
«: atitiation, Vas not coined tilt fome Ages 
« after; yet from this Time forward, che 
* ancient Doctrine of Wo Church wis gra- 
<' Qnally altered and ted, and at laſt 
% wholly ſubverted.” 


II. As it were to be wifhed'that Protiiftints 


had a due Veneration for Councils, not only 
general ones, but all others 
Which deſerve the Name of Councils, ſo thert 


is bo féaſen at all to regard this, Which was 


Facriolis . 4 tevonſed ſo ſodn after, condemontn 


and 'adborred by tlie Conſent and Practice of 
all Nccbeing A Ages, What Mr. 2 101 
a ble Oß pers from the 


ſtorians s <a * N a Fury — 10 
deteſted 'n ot only by all after. rs till the 
eferided- Hon Go cut in thoſe: very 
ines by 'the rheh Patrurchs of Hlarand/iz, 
Antjoch, and Hieriſalm, Who would not de 
at that Cdübeil, by St. Jobn Damuaſten, arid 
nbomerable others Gf che maſt: jöus and 
{tned; even Bros oe Opientals; © 2. It i 
manifeſt the Worſhip of Images wis'fiot then 
bringing in, as he p deen, but 4 Thing then 
esd; And ot After tabliſned In the 


commbn Practice of the Chriſtian World. 
25 It is no lefs clear chat ot thel feen 


Cout- 
cil 


GH 
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cil of Nice, but that Synod of Conſtantinople 
ought to be looked upon as a Party-Sxed. 
For a Party is that which oppoſes the main 
Body. Thus the Synod of Rimini was but a 
Party-Synod, though ſo very numerous; and 
Dr. M biſton would call them pious and learn- 
ed Fathers. Now the main Body of the 
Church, both then, and after did continue 
in the Worſhip of Images. Several of thoſe 
very Biſhops who had in the Synod of Con- 
fantinople been drawn into the factious Deci- 
ſions, were upon a Retractation of their Er- 
rors and Proceedings there, admitted into the 
Council of Nice, and concurred in reverſing 
their former Decrees. 4. The impious Copro- 
nymus and his Party, not only oppoſed the 
common Practice in the Worſhip of Images, 
but all Uſe of them, defacing and prophaning 
them with a Rage and Impiety, which, I 
dare ſay, no ſober Proteſtant will approve. 


5. Though the Synod of Conſtantinople de- _ 
clared the Euchariſt to be the only allowable Tranſulſlantia- 


Image of Chriſt, yet it did not declare it to % u u 
be a meer Image, as Mr. Jobnſan muſt alſo” 
own. And, as I obſerved above, it is as ab- 
ſurd to think that the Eucharift could be now 
believed to be Chriſt himſelf, if juſt before 
ãt had been univerſally believed to be Bread; 
as to male the World, that knew a Picture 

a little before to be only a Picture of Chrift, 
believe it ſoon after to be Chriſt in Perſon. 
5. At is very ſtrange to hear him ſay, that 
from this Time the Doctrine of the Eucha- 
Tut was gradually corrupted. For either it is, 
or it is not Chriſt himſelf. And in this re- 
ſpect there is no poſſible going by Degree, 
between the Ves and the No. He mult then 
ANF oY - mean 


e, dh nk 


Autiquity of 
rhe Canon. of 


Maſs. 


( 20) 
mean the Affirmative n now, and by 
Degrees was diffuſed throughout the chriſtian 
World. Now we ſhall fee the Ancients had 
long before declared it to be Chriſt himſelf, as 
clearly as Words can fpeak. And in this ve- 
ry Council of Nice it is defined ſo, not as a 
new, but as the ancient Belief. Bede, Alcuin, 
St. Jobn Damaſcen, and others of that Age, 
fpeak clearly to the Point, and never hint at 


any Novelty in the Doctrine. A Thing in- 


conceivable in a Novelty of ſo very ſtrange 
a N.. ure. Nor is it leſs inconceivable how 
a Man of Mr. Johnſon's good Senſe, can be- 
heve that Chriſt would permit the whole 
Chriſtian World to be corrupted for ſo many 
Ages in ſo capital a Point; or ſuffer the 
Doctrine which regards the chief eſſential 
Part of the divine Worſhip, to be wholly ſub- 


verted. Sure the Gates of Hell prevail, when 


the Church is ſo much abandoned, 

This wretched Synod of Conſtantinople would 
by no means have deſerved ſo much Notice 
here, but that the ſhort Remarks I have 
made, are important in other Reſpects. Nor 
muſt I omit to obſerve upon this Occaſion, 
that he allows (Page 39.) the Canon of Maſs 
to be ancienter than this ſecond Council of 
Nice. For St. Gregory (not to mention others) 
has it almoſt Word for Word. And as he 
writ a hundred Years before this Synod, ſo 
we have hence a great Inſtance that the Ca- 
tholick Doctrine of Maſs and the Euchariſt 
did not begin at the Time of that Council. 
For how can we imagine ſo eſſential a Change 
in the Belief, without any Change of Mo- 
ment in the Canon of the Liturgy? Litur- 
gies are certainly moſt certain Proofs of the 
publick 


] 
_ 
t 
6 
\ 
U 
[ 
[ 


a £AaAqva «x is Hd , _ A e & £& £6 KM 


w*% A © © © ww == 


=: >a At. 3 


5 5 0. > WS 5; ©... 


TW YO OS oF W770 YT. Wo. me 


n 


- »* * 


(22) 
publick, and moſt ſolemn Part of Religion, 
And no Change of Faith can be made in Mat- 
ters to which the Liturgies do chielly relate, 
but the Liturgies themſelves muſt be altered. 
Where therefore theſe remain unaltered in Sub- 
ſtance, we may conclude there was no ſubſtan- 
tial Change in the Points of Faith to which 
they relate. Eſpecially not in the main Head of 
the Sacrifice, and of what it 1s that 1s offered, 

After his numerous Citations for a Sacri- 


fice, he adds, Page 47. Now I mult have Ch of Eng- 
« leave to ſay, that I have good Reaſon to land drfeftive 
« queſtion, whether any particular Doctrine i Neceſaries. 


« of Chriſtianity have a better Foundation 
in the Records of primitive Chriſtianity, 
e than the material Sacrifice of the Eucha- 
« xiſt. — very right: But then I muſt alſo 
have leave to ſay, that any thinking Man 
muſt needs conceive frem hence a great Diſ- 
like of the Church of England, which he finds 
ſo defective, and ſtrangely unconcerned, or 
averſe to this Doctrine, as we fee it is. Can 
a true Church be thus affected towards a Do- 
Etrine ſo important, and than which ſcarce 
any is more grounded in the Records of pri- 


mitive Chriſtianity ? 
The more we dankee, the more we ſhall 
find him confuting his own, and proving our 


Principles, or anſwering the Objections he, 
and others n urge in this Point of 
the Euchariſt. One of theſe Objections is, 
that the Euchariſt is a Memorial of Chriſt, and 
conſequently not Chriſt himſelf. Now let us 
ſee how Mr. Jobnſon anſwers for us. 


Page 47. What, ſays he, have our Ad- Enchari? how 
a Memorial. 


c yerſaries to offer in aniwer to all theſe Au- 
s thorities (for a true Sacrifice) — why tru- 
ö « ly 


— — — — 
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te ſy the Sum is this, that St, Chryſoſtome has 
* theſe Words: Do this, ſays Chriſt, in re- 
* thembrance of me (or) offer this as my Me- 
* morial, We do not offer an other Sacrifice, 
„, the [Jewiſh] high Prieſt did, but always 
ie the ſame, or rather we perform a memorial, 
(Lit. P. Appendix.) | 
He anſwets to this Authority, 1. indirect- 
LE that ſuppoſing St, Chryſoſtome in theſe 
ords did intend to detract from the proper 
factificial Nature of the Euchariſt, yet four 
Hundred Years poſſeſſion will be a better Ar. 
ment for the Right the Euchariſt has to 
this Natne, than the Authority of one ſingle 
Father againſt it, It is ſo, But then how 
conſiſtent is this with Proteſtancy, which op- 
poſed above twice four hundred Fars poſſeſhon 
in many Articles? And if one Father's Au- 
thority, as he rightly ſays, Page 48, is of 
very little weight againſt the general Stream of 
Antiquity, what weight can be jn the few up- 
ſtart Divines, joined with meer Grammari- 
ans, and ſome of the illiterate Vulgar, who 
began the pretended Reformation, in O 
tion to the whole Body of the Church of ma · 
ny Ages? | 
His direct Anſwer is, that he does not 
think it another Sacrifice, but only a continuing 
er perpetuating that which Chriſt offered, That 
therefore it is called commemorative ; but 
that he cannot ſee the Conſequence that his 
Adverſaries would draw from thence, wiz. that 
it is not a real and proper Sacrifice, Nor 
can we ſee how that Conſequence can be drawn 
againſt our Belief of Tranſubſtantiation, And 
when he farther adds, that a commemorative 
Sacrifice may no leſs be a rrue Sacrifice _ 
5 * Pre 1- 
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figurative one, he only ſays what is alſo ſaid 
by Gatholicks, and in particular by the Notes 
of the Rheims Teſtament, Luke ii. We allow 
then that the Euchariſt is a Memorial or Com- 
memoration. But wie cannot diſcern why the 
ſame Perſon under one Shape, may not be à 
Commemoration of - himſelf as he was in 
another State. Thus Chriſt on Mount Tha- 
bar was a prefigurative Repreſentation of what 
he is in Heaven; and in the Euchariſt he is 
a commemorative Repreſentation of his ſacrificing 
himſelf on the Croſs: But I ſhall have far- 
ther Occaſion to ſhew how the Euchariſt js a 
Commemoration, a Sign, a myſtical Repreſenta- 
tion, &c. and particularly that St. Chry/oſtome 
is undeniably for Tranſubſtantiation. At pre- 
ſent let it ſuffice to ſay that to pretend the 
Euchariſt cannot be Chriſt in Perſon, becauſe 


it commemorates Chriſt, is no better Senſe 


than to ſay that a Perſon cannot commemò- 
rate himſelf ; and to fay this, is no better than 
to ſay a Man cannot think, or ſpeak of him- 
Elf, or repreſent what he formerly did, and 
acted on other Occaſions. As to Mr. Jobn- 
fan's adding the Name ſtupid to our Belief, ] 
muſt again obſerve, that it particularly miſ- 
becomes a Man of his Parts to uſe ſuch ſcur- 
rilous Expreſfions of his chriſtian Anceſtors, 
of the whole Body of Chriſtianity for many 
Ages, and of preſent Catholicks, whom he 
muſt own to be as far from Stupidiy as their 
Neighbours. 

There follow fix or ſeven Leaves of the 
Prieſthood of Melchiſedech, upon which he 
diſcourſes very well in the main. Nor does 
there occur any thing. conſiderable to be re- 
* in the Deſign Jam upon. But 
| C 4 . when 
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when he comes (Page 61.) to the Proofs that 
Chriſt ſacrificed in the Euchariſt, there are 
many Places I ſhall have occaſion to uſe in 
Proof of Tranſubſtantiation. 

In the mean while, I will remark theſe 
Words of Mr. Fohn/on, Page 68. The di- 
e ſtinguiſhing the Oblation of the Euchariſt 
from that on the Croſs, is really a con- 
* founding or obſcuring the whole Myſte- 
« ry, and rendring it perplext and intricate. 
„% We ought no more to reckon them two 
«© ſeveral Oblations, than we ſhould ſay, an 
* Animal was three ſeveral Sacrifices, be- 
© cauſe it was firſt immolated, then lain, 
„ afterwards - burnt and the Blood of it ri- 
55 tually ſprinkled.” 

Catholicks may very juſtly anſwer in theſe 
Lines, to the Objection made from ſuch Pla- 
ces of the Ancients, as ſeem to ſpeak of the 
Euchariſt's 'being a different Sacrifice from 
that on the Croſs, and that conſequently they 
did not think it Chriſt himſelf perſonally. 
For however the Sacrifice may be called dif- 
ferent in other reſpects, yet in the catholick 
Doctrine it is plainly the ſame in Subſtance, 
On the other hand in Mr. Jobnſon's Princi- 
ples, that Bread is the only. Subſtance offered, 
it cannot be the ſame Sacrifice in Subſtance. 
As all the Actions of Chriſt concurred to 
make one Sacrifice of Atonement for our 


Sins, ſo all the Oblations of the Euchariſt 


may thus be called one Sacrifice. But they 


cannot be properly one and the ſame in Sub- 
tance, unleſs one and the ſame Thing and 


Subſtance be offered. Thus the ſame Animal 
immolated, burnt, &c. was the ſame Sacri- 


ice, . But where different Subſtances were of- 


fered 


. 


625 

fered, the Sacrifices were eſſentially different, 
It is then, this that makes the Myſtery intri- 
cate and perpelxed, that our Adverſaries will 
retend to make Bread, and Chriſt's Body 
the ſame Sacrifice, Whereas in our Prin- 
ciples this Point is very plain, ſince we ſay 
with St. Ignatius and the common Lan- 
guage of the Ancients, that the Euchariſt . is 
the very ſame Body which Chriſt offered on 
the Croſs. And it is evidently in this Senſe 
- po St. Chry/oſlome in his Homilies upon the 
piſtle to the Hebrews, calls the Euchariſt, 
one and the ſame Sacrifice; becauſe, ſays 
he, not different Lambs, but the ſame Lamb, 
the /ame Chriſt is offered; whereas the Jewiſh 
Prieſt offered to day one Lamb, to morrow an- 
other. (Vide Hom. 17.) And if it were on- 
ly commemoratively, and not ſubſtantially the 
ſame, then the Jews alſo did no leſs offer 
the ſame. For theirs were prefiguratively the 


lame. 


allowed to ſay again, that conſequently it is 

lain the Church of England, in which this 
Truth is ſo neglected and defaced, cannot be 
the Church of the ancient Fathers. Which 
is {till more confirmed from what he ſays in 
the next Page 71. where he tells us that the 


current Phraſe whereby Hereſy and Scbiſin 
were denoted in primitive Times, was, erect- 


ing Altar againſt Altar, or new Altars, or 
making Sacrifices apart, or, out of the Church : 


And that no Clan f Men, in thoſe Times, thought 


they could have the Appearance or Shadow of 
260 les 6 Church 


When (Page 70.) Mr. Jobnſon ſays again raed 

that few Truths of Chriſtianity can more co- . 
piouſly or plainly be proved from the Fathers, Churchof Eng- 
than the Doctrine of a Sacrifice; we muſt be bud. 


(26) 

a Church without an Altar, and a Sacyifice. 44 f 

What Appearance then can they have of a TY 

Church, who did not oppoſe only, but deſtroy 6 ( 

Altars, and do not pretend to any, but ftil| 6 1 

difavow a Sacrifice? And while even the few « 

Proteftants who make ſome Pretence to it, do 66 

manifeſtly make their Sacrifices apart, and 40 

out of the Church? 40 

No leſs remarkable is what follows in the ll 

fame Place (Fag. 71.) and might, one would 66 

think, ſuffice to convince Author of 66 

other catholick Doctrines. 1 aupel, fays he, 10 

10 be told that the Authority of Fathers, Counci T 

and all the diffuſive Badizs of Chriſtians ex- 40 

preſſed in their Liturgies, is not ſufficient to 7 
| eſtabliſh a Doctrine of ſo great Conſequence, 
bl without ſome inconteftable Evidence from Scrip- 

1 ture. To this he anſwers in the followi 

| Words, which, though long, I ſhall willing- 


Iy tranſcribe, becauſe they are very juſt, and 
excepting a Line or two, exactly what Ca- 
tholicks ſay as to this and other Doctrines 
from Tradition. 
Kuthority of © It is certain that the great Men whoſe 
2-44ition. ** Names and Words I have uſed, did be- 
« lieve that this Sacrifice was enjoined by 
„ Chriſt | himſelf; and though I don't ow; 
an implicit Faith to them, yet when 10 
many venerable Sages, to whom next after 
the Apoſtles, Chriſtianity chiefly owes its 
Growth, and Settlement, do fo frequently, 
„and pofitively affirm a Thing of this Na- 
ture; I chiak myſelf obliged in common 
Equity and Prudence, ſeriouſly to examine 
and confider whether theſe Things are ſo. 
« Further I am perſuaded, that ſome of theſe 
$6 F athers were more capable of giving us 
true 
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true Light in this Particular, than all the 
© moſt learned Profeſſors of Languages, and 
& other. Sciences, now in Chriſtendom: For 
they had not only the Scriptures, which 
© we, + God be . enjoy in common with 
* them ; but they had, ſome of them at leaſt, 

© the Knowledge of the Uſe and Pradtice, 
* if not of the Apoſtles, yet of thoſe who 
&* had perfonally converſed with them, and 
been Witneſſes of the Words, Actions, and 


„ Rites, with which they celebrated the holy Ancients beſt 
« Sacrament — If theſe great Men were in- Interpreters of 


« feriour to the Literati of this Age, in Cri- Serihrure. 


tick and Philoſophy, yet they were much 
beyond them in thoſe Qualifications which 
% are proper to make Men able Interpreters 
© of the new Teſtament; I mean the 
* Knowledge of thoſe Inſtructions which the 
« Apoſtles delivered to the Biſhopsand Prieſts, 
* which they conſtituted in the Chureh, and 
* the Manner and Method of celebrating the 

*© Euchariſt, and other religious Offices; in 
4 which Particulars , it muſt be adknow- 

ﬆ« Jedgad, we moſt of all want Information 
from the Writers of the new Teſtament; and 
«ave Mall make our Wants the greater, if we 
refuſe to receive that additional Light, which 
„ they, who came ſo near to them in time, 
hold out tous, We have juſtly repudiated 
* the oral Traditions of the Church of Rome; 
* but, I ſuppoſe, we live in an Age where- 
ein Men are "able to diſtinguiſh between ſuch 
Traditions as are written (though not by 
* mfpired Writers) and ſuch as are unwrit- 
ten, and therefore more liable to be miſta- 


ken or mifreported. I have ſaid thus much, ne 10 Tra 
not that I chink the 'Chriftian Sacrifice C 


Las © wants 


— — — 
— — 
— — 


— — _ 
. & 2 * * 
— ET Yn II ono 
— HE ——— 


— — 


ä—NN—ñ — 


— — - 
— — —UU— — — 
— —— OP Oe 


— my 
— —- ww 1 


, Sg — = — — — __— 
_ N 5 
— — — —•— „* 
— 2 _ — — 
8 1 — — ———ͤ —— - , AAS OS A. — eo A EB” Y.. 
* "x — 4 
— — 
— _— ___————_ — - - = 
— 


a ; — 
AG — 
2 - 

3 


— 
21.1. — =; 
— 8 


— — — 
—— 


A le 


(28) 


4. Hants ſufficient Proof from Scripture, to 


determine an impartial Enquirer ; but it 


& fares with us in this reſpect, as it does 
« with the Aſſertors of the Doctrine of the 
« Trinity, of the Baptiſm of Infants, of E- 
<« piſcopacy, and Liturgies. Our Proofs 
from Scripture, though we believe them 
* to he juſt, and full; and know that they 
t are ſuch as our Adverſaries cannot anſwer 
«© yet when we are told that they are not ſa- 
« tisfattory, and the Queſtion is ſimply this, 
© whether they or we underſtand the Scrip- 


* ture right; we take the ſame Courſe that 


* our Adyerſaries of our own Communion do 
in the Caſes before mentioned; we. appeal 
b© to the antient Monuments of the Church. 
As this Way of appealing to Tradition is 
extremely reaſonable, ſo I am ſure it is in- 
conliſtent with the general Principle of Pro- 
teſtants, and with ſeveral particular Doctrines 
of the Church of England. As to what he 
ſays of oral Tradition, I take him to be too 
learned a Man not to know that Catholicks 
do not ground their Doctrine in any great 
Controverſies upon that alone. And ſure he 
is too reaſonable a Man not to ſee, that an 
univerſal oral Tradition is of great Force in 
Matters of univerſal Practice, and Moment. 
If the ancient Writers are, as he here al- 
lows, the beſt Epoſitors of Scripture, and, as 


he ſays, the faireſt Arbitrators of the Contro- 


verſies of Epiſcopacy, Trinity, Sc. then 
Scripture alone, as interpreted by particular 
Men, at the Time of the pretended Refor- 
mation, and ſince, is not the /ole deciſive Rule 
of Controverſy. And then there's an End, or 


rather there never could be. a juſt Beginning 
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of a pretended Reformation of Faith upon 
that Principle, of particular Men deciding by 
Scripture alone. 


But as theſe kind of Remarks are only in- Sacrifice proved 


cident to the main Deſign, Iam upon, concern 
ing the Euchariſt, I am content to hint at 
them in ſhort. 

Page 82, & ſeq. He proves very well, from 
the Words of Inſtitution, that Chriſt offered . 
his Body ben, and facrificed it then, and not 
only on the Croſs. He proves it by obſerving 
that the Words 9:45 pſuer, xnwuſvor, ixyuvouſucrs 
given, broken, ſhed, are all in the preſent 
Tenſe, and therefore mean it was actually gi- 
ven at that very Time, and not only on the 
Croſs. But, after he had diſcourſed rightly 
on this Point, he falls into a very groſly miſta- 
ken Cenſure of Catholicks. Let the Papiſts 
then, ſays he, Page 87. go on with their 
« dabitur, and effundetur, ſhall be given, ſhall 
«-be ſhed; and it fits their Notion well e- 
enough who believe that the ſame Body, and 
« Blood was ſubſtantially offered in the Eu- 
e chariſt, and on the Croſs; but let Pro- 
« teſtants ſtick cloſe (to the preſent, giving, 
e ſhedding, &c.) b proj 7 


This, I muſt beg Leave to fay, is a very catholick Do- 
ignorant or wilful Miſrepreſentation. For &rine miſrepre- 
Catholicks are ſo fixt in the Perſuaſion, thart/e*#*s- 


thoſe Words are to be taken in the preſent 
Tenſe, and are therefore a Proof of Chriſt's 
actually offering, giving, or facrificing his 
Body, that he might have been ſatisfied of 
their Opinion from Commentators, Contro- 
vertiſts, School-Divines, and Writers of ſpi- 
ritual Books. I will be content to cite one 
only of each Kind. | 
Maldo- 


tuation. 


6300 
- Maldonatus upon the Words, this is my Bo- 
dy, this is my Blood, Matth. xxvi. expreſly 
refutes Proteſtants for explicating the Words 
o as to exclude the preſent Signthcation. Bel- 
{armin of the Maſs, lib. 1. cap. 12. not only 
proves that Senſe, and confutes Kemmiting's 
Objections to the contrary, but allo adds, 
that all theſe Senſes, is ſhed now, ball be ſbed 
on the Crofs, and ſhall be bed in the Sacrifice 
hereafter to be repeated in the Church, ave all 
true, and none of them to be denied, but 
eſpevially not ube ſinſt, as being the moſt lueral. 
Among School-men Coninck de Sacramentis 
Tom. I. P. 83. Dub. 2. Num. 38. having aſ- 
ſerted Chriſt's ſacrificing from the Words, is 
given, is ſhed, adds: Hereticks anſwer that the 
ent Tenſe is put for the future, and that 
in the Vulgata, and the Canon of the Maſs, 
it is, hall be ſhed. To this he replies, that 
the Words of Chriſt in their firſt and imme - 
cate Signification (primo & per fe) import 
the preſent actual ammolating of his Body, and 
Blood ; the actual immolating being 
intended by Chriſt as a Repreſentation of the 
future immolating on- the Croſs, the Church 
has thought fit to retain the Reading of the 
Vulgata in the future Tenſe, undetur, as it 
is alſo read by St. Cyprian, and others. 
Neicbrome in a ſpiritual Book (for it is ra- 
ther of that, than of the controverſial Ki 
under the Title, Holy Pictures of the myſtical 
Figures of the Euchariſt, is ſo full and cloſe 
upon this Point, that I will cite at large 
the fixth Section of the fourteenth Picture, 


Page 271. of the Englich Tranſlation printed 
| | «When 


Anno 1619. 101 
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„When our Saviour made his Body pre- 
re ſent in uttering theſe: Words, tis is my Bo- 
dy, in the ſame Inſtant he offered it to his 
es eternal Father in an unbloody Sacrifice, af- 
s ter the Form of Melchiſedech, and forth- 
« with he gave it to his Apoſtles in the Sa- 
c fcrament under the ſame Form. This is the 
<6 Cauſe Why having ſaid, this im my Body, 
«© he addeth, ꝓiven ſor you, now given and 
broken, and which ſhall be hereatter given 
«and broken in tlie fame Faſhion, even to 
« the End of the World in Remembrance of 
the unbloody Sacrifice which to morrow 1 
c will offer for you, once for all upon the 
« the Croſs. So as our Saviour made not his 
«Body only preſent, but preſent under the 
Form of Bread, giving it a Being of Food, 
«a dead Being, albei that it was in itſelf 
ever living: even as making himſelf Man, 
His Divinity took a Body, and a mortal 
«Being, and endured Death in that Body, 
s albeit the Divinity was always immortal, 
and endured nothing, as we have before de- 

««:Clared. He made himſelf, by Reaſon of the 
dead Species, preſent as dead, and repre- 
e ſented himſelf as a Victim. And it im- 
ports not, as has been (did before, that out 
% SAviour uttereth no Words of Oblation, 
— ſaying, my Fhiber I offer ibes ibis 
Benn. The Manner after which he makes 
et Himſelf tas a Victim, expreſſed ſuf- 
«5: fieiently that he offered himſelf . The. 
dame Immolation was rade ini the Conſe- 
ve cration of the Chalice, when our Savibur 
fad, bis is my Blood: of the ntw (Teſtament 
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« yiour is repreſented apart, which alſo does 
<< evidently declare that his Body was made 
«« a Sacrifice, according to the Likeneſs of 
« thoſe of the Fews, who coming to immo- 
late the Beaſt, did kill it, ſeparating the 
« Blood from the Body with a Sword, as our 
« Saviour with his omnipotent Word, inſtead 
« of a piercing Sword, made his Blood pre- 
« ſent in the Cup, as ſeparated. from his Bo- 
« dy, and ſo repreſents the Immolation there- 
« of, And albeit the Body and Blood were 
not actually ſeparated, and that the Body 
«© as in the Cup, and the Blood was in the 
4 Body, under the Accidents of Bread; yet 


<« notwithſtanding by reaſon of the Form of 


« Wine, ſeparated and ſet apart, they ap- 
« pear ſeparated, to repreſent this Immola- 
« tion: and the Blood was truly ed, not 
«after the Manner of Aaron's bloody Sacri- 
« fices, in which the Blood was drawn from 
the Veins, in its proper Form, but after 
« the Manner of Wine. Our Saviour uſed 
s alfo the preſent Tenſe ſaying, This is my 
« Blood: ſhed; this is the Chalice: of my Blood 
«ſhed for the Remiſſion of Sins, to ſignify that 
„% this which was in the Chalice; to wit, his 
Blood (for the Wine could not be ſhed for 
the Remiſſion of Sins) was already poured 
into the Chalice, by an unbloody Effuſion, 
«<-as:1t was the next Day by bloody Effuſion 
e on the Croſs. And when the holy Fathers 
« did ſometimes turn the Words of Conſe- 
e cration: into the future Tenſe, ſaying: hal 
« be- ſhed, inſtead of, which is ſbed; they 
„ contraried. not the Senſe we now give; 
« for they all did affirm the real Preſence of 
our Saviour's Blood in the Chalice, — 

2 « they 
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they referred the Words of our Saviour 
« not only to the preſent pouring forth which 
« was then made, but alſo to that which was 
eto be made, as well upon the Crofs, by 
« bloody Sacrifice once, as in the Euchariſt 
by unbloody Sacrifice, even unto the End 
<« of the World. 

I have the more willingly cited this Place 
at large, becauſe it explains at once the Rea- 
ſon of conſecrating the Blood apart, though 
it is with the Body, and no leſs clearly ſhews 
how unjuſtly Mr. Jobnſon charges us with 
taking the Words of Inſtitution only in the 
future Senſe ; whereas both this, and the 0- 
ther Authors, as alſo the Notes of the Rbeims 
Teſtament, and our Writers commonly ufe 
the very ſame Arguments, and almoſt the 
ſame Words, to prove the preſent Signifi- 
cation, as Mr. Jobnſon has done, 


As it was a ſtrange Ignorance, or unfair 2r9t:/ant so- 
Dealing thus to miſrepreſent catholick Do- VA. 


ctrine concerning the preſent Point of the 
Words of Inſtitution, ſo it is a great Weak- 
neſs in him, in the ſame Page 87, to uſe the 
ſame Argument, commonly propoſed by Pro- 
teſtants, to prove, that what Chriſt gave, was 
Bread, For it is no more than what young 
Logicians, of a few Days ſchooling, are taught 
to laugh at. It runs thus, ſays he; what 
he took that he bleſſed ; and what he blef- 
fed, that he brake; what he brake, that he 
gave; what he gave, that they received; 
therefore what they received was Bread; for 


that was what he took. Now this is exactly 


the trifling Argument of School-Boys, to 
prove that you eat a live Lamb. It runs juſt 
thus: What you bought, that you took; 
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what you took, that you had for Supper ; 
what you had for Supper, that you eat; 
therefore you eat a living Lamb; for that 
was what you bought. But as in this In- 
duction there is omitted the preparing the 
Lamb for Supper, ſo in the former Inducti- 
on there is omitted the Conſecration im port- 
ed in the Words, ſaying, this is my Body. It 
ſhould then run thus: what he took, what 
he brake, what he gave, ſaying, his is my 
Body, could not be Bread. | For then his 
Words would not have been true, becauſe 
Bread cannot be truly his Body, and yet re- 
main truly Bread. 


daes 7 3 Mr. Johnſon fays very juſtly (Page bg.) that 


terally taken, it ſavours of Impiety, to ſuppoſe that our bleſſed 


Lord, in ſpeaking on ſo extraordinary a Subject, 
did not make uſe of the moſt apt, and adequate 
Words, whereby to let his Diſciples into his 
Meaning. And can it be imagined that the 
Words, this is my Body, are the moſt apt, and 
adequate Words to expreſs, that it was Bread 
he gave them, and not his Body, Yet turn 
the Point as you pleaſe, it will be certain in 
the End, that either it 1s not truly Bread, or 
not truly his Fleſh ; but if it be properly, 
and literally the one, it is improperly, and 
metaphorically the other. Accordingly the 
main Body of Chriſtians throughout the 
World, judging it highly unreaſonable to 
take the Words he ſpoke, on ſo extraordina- 
ry a Subject, in a moſt improper, and un- 
common, and unaccountable Metaphor, did 
for many Ages, and does ſtill, agree to un- 
derſtand them in the proper and literal Senſe 
of his true Body, 


I haſten 


6350 

I haſten to ſhew that the Fathers, ever in 
the very Places, cited by Mr, Zobnfon againſt 
this Opinion, do very clearly aſſert it. 1 
ſhall therefore paſs over, without any parti- 
cular Remarks, all he ſays from Page 89. 
to 141, excepting one of two which I ſhall 
have occaſion to mention elſewhere. And as 
the Occaſion, and Deſign of theſe Remarks, 
was taken from the Controverſy of Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, ſo I will particularly conſider what- 
relates, more cloſely in him, to this Point. 
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Councils, Liturgies, &c. 


HERE he begins to enter upon his 
— pretended Procks' that the Fathers be- 
tion. lieved the Euchariſt to be Bread, he firſt tells 
us, P. 143. that his proteſtant Adverſaries in 
Point of a Sacrifice, are very jealous of the Fa- 
thers of the third, fourth, and next ſucceeding 
Ages; as if they had formed new Notions of the 
real Preſence, very favourable to the Doctrine of 
Tranſubjtantiation. Nor indeed can any one 
wonder at this their . Jealouſy, For the Fa- 
thers are manifeſtly as clear for this, as for a 
Sacrifice, or for the Trinity, It is much 
more to be wondered how Mr. 7obn/on could 
add (Page 144.) that he is fully per/waded that 
the Fathers, even down to the ſeventh, or eighth 
Century, believed it to be Bread, and Wine. 
He might as well be perſwaded that Bellar- 
min ſays ſo too. However he adds that he 
«vill not too poſitively affirm, that no ſingle Fa- 
ther , within the four firſt Ages, was ever 
guilty of any Exceſs, as to this Particular : 
Vet that he does not deſpair of convincing 
his Reader, that it was their current Opinion 
that Bread and Wine remained after Conſe- 
cration: This Way of Speaking ſhews he is 
ſenſible” they ſeem to favour Tranſubſtantia- 
tion 
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tion. And I will ſhew that to deny they 
held it, is to make them the moſt extrava- 


gant, and unaccountable Men, that ever ſet 


Pen to Pa 

Before 7 come to his particular Citations, Fathers calling 
I muſt obſerve in general that his Method in g.. ri 
this Point is extremely wrong, not to ſay * 
unfair; becauſe I had rather attribute it to 
his unfortunate Prejudices of Education, than 
to a more criminal Want of Integrity. Where 
he finds the Fathers mentioning the Word 
Bread, or Wine, when they ſpeak of the Eu- 
chariſt, he immediately quotes them as teach- 
ing, that Bread remains, without taking no- 
tice of ſeveral other Words in the ſame Fa- 
thers, and generally in the very ſame Places, 
which are abſolutely inconſiſtent with the Sub- 
ſtance of Bread remaining in the Euchariſt." 
Thus we ſhall ſee, that when they ſeem to 
ſay, the Bread in the Euchariſt is the Body 
of Chrift, they ſpeak of conſecrated Bread, and 
uſe other Words, which plainly expreſs Chriſt's 
perſonal Body. Such as theſe, for Example, 
Cbriſt's Kalles Body; his own, proper, irue 
Body; the Body he took of the bleſſed Virgin, in 
which he ſuffered; and roſe again, &c. Now 
this was evidently his perſonal, ſubſtantial 
Body. For that alone ſuffered for us; re- 
deemed us, Sc. conſequently by euchariftick: 
or conſecrated Bread, they meant Bread trans. 
ſubſtantiated, For Mr. "Jobnſon grants, and. it 
is very clear, that if the Euchariſt is the ſub- 
ſtantial Body of Chriſt, Zreabilantiation: 
cannot be denied. 

The firſt Citation Mr. Johnſon brings to Theodorite. 
prove Bread remains after Conſecration, is 
from Theodorite, He affirms: (ſays Mr. abu 

| D 3 | on 


(38) 
fon Page 144.) that our Saviour in delivering 
the Myſteries, taking the Symbel, ſaid, 'this 1s 
my Body. (Lit. b. Ap.) And what then? How 
does this prove, that what Chriſt ſays is his 
Body, is Bread? On the contrary, it proves, 
that now it is not Bread, but his Body. For 
in the very ſame Place, as it ſtands in the Ap- 
pendix, Theodorite ſpeaks of the Body given for 
_ 1 of the World (une & 18 ae (whe) 

— 4 means, not an inviſible Thing, 
— ody, which, of its own Nature, is viſi- 
ble, and was that very Body, which he gave 
for our Redemption; which was his natural 
Body. Since t erefore Mr. Jobnſan grants, 
the Euchariſt cannot be Chriſt's natural Bo- 
dy, and at the ſame time be Bread in Sub- 
ſtance, he muſt grant Theodorite is for Tran- 
ſubſtantiation. hich appears farther from 
the next Citations. 

The ſecond Place, and from Theodorve, is 
this: He that called bis own natural Body Corn, 
and Bread ; and at another Time, called himſelf 
a Vine, he honoured the viſible Symbols, with the 

Title of his Body, and Blood, not changing their 
Nature, but adding Grace to Nature. (Lit. i. Ap.) 
I anfwer that a Lutberan, or Calviniſt might 
with ſome Appearance quote this Place. But 
from Mr. Jobnſon, who laughs at their No- 
tions, it is perfectly inconſiſtent. For if Theo- 
dorite here means, that the Euchariſt is no 
more Chriſt's Body, than Chriſt is truly a 
Vins, he is no leſs againſt Mr. Jabnſan, than 

againſt us. For Chriſt is only figuratively a 
Vine, If he means (as he plainly does) any 
thing more, he means, that by a Change 
made by Grace (25 & tis dp» ytihornuuy 
prrafeaf) it is the Body of Chriſt. What 

oay 
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Body? He expreſly ſays he ſpeaks of his na- 
tural Body (ro Qvo« caua) When therefore 
he ſays Chriſt's Body is there not by a Change 
of Nature, but by an adding of Grace, he 
does not mean, that Grace alone is there, but 
that Chriſt's Body is there, by an Operation 
of Grace (as we ſhall ſee other Fathers ex- 
preſs it) which makes no viſible Change in 
the Nature of the Elements. And indeed in 
this very Place he ſufficiently ſhews that by 
Nature he means the vi/ible Nature only, and 
only excludes a viſible Change. (un Ti ee Þ 
Batrouivay meootyev, &c.) For at the ſame 
time, he ſays there is a Change to be believed 
and made, And what this Change is, he far- 
ther expreſſes, in what 1s next objected, 

The third Place from Theodorite alſo, is 
the famous Objection from his Dialogues. The 
myſtical Symbols after Conſecration do not depart 


from their own Nature, but remain in their form- 


er Subſtance, Figure and Shape, (Lit. m. Ap.) 
Firſt the Greek Words may be fairly tranſlated 
thus; in the Figure and Shape of the former 
Subſtance, And then they will by no means 
import, that the Subſtance remains, but on- 
ly the Shape of it. Secondly if the follow- 
ing Words, which are in the Appendix, had 
been cited, the Exgliſß Reader would have 
eaſily ſeen that Theodorite does by no means 
ſpeak here like a Proteſtant. For he adds: To 
the Sight, and to the Touch, they are, what they 
were before. But they are judged te be what - 
they are made, and believed to be, and are a- 
dored, as being the Things, they are believed to be. 
And he had faid juſt before; they are believed 
to be the Body of Chriſt. And I have obſerved 
that he ſpeaks of the natural Body (rd 9vr« 
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ua.) And in \ the Words of the firſt Dia- 
_ which Mr. 7ohnſon has omitted, he 
ſays, the euchariſtick Symbols are Symbols 
of his Body; and when the Queſtion} is put 
of what Body, he approves the Anſwer, of 
his true Body. (vd &vrws ownatCr) 16 Cvraus is 
in Greek properly oppoſed to , and 
means that it is not an apparent or ſeeming 
Body, but a real one, And I think a Man 
muſt cavil much to pretend that when we 
ſpeak of a Man's true Body, as oppoſed to 
a. Reſemblance of his Body, we do not mean 
his ſubſtantial Body, Nay the Reaſon 7, heodo- 
rite gives, why it is the Symbol of his true Bo- 
dy, ſhews, that by true Body, he means Chriſt's 
natural Body. The Reaſon he gives is, be- 
cauſe Images are Repreſentations of the Life, 
— of their Originals. Now although the 
Euchariſt is not only an Image of Chriſt's 
Body, as Mr. Jobnſon alſo grants, yet it is, in 
a good Senſe, an Image of it. Since there- 
fore the Original repreſented by the Eucha- 
riſt is Chriſt himſelt, when Theodorite ſays, it 
is Chriſt's true Body, he evidently means his 
perſonal Body. The Argument then will ſtand 
thus from Theodorite's Words: The Eucha- 
riſt is that Body which jt repreſents : But it 
repreſents Chriſt's trye natural Body: there- 
fore it is his true natural Body, Accordingly 
he adds, it is adored, as being what it is believed 
to be: Now only his perſonal Body is to be 
adored, 

Moreover he ſays, the Elements are not in- 
deed changed to the Sight, and Touch; but 
yet are ſo truly changed, as to be adored, And 
is this proteſtant Language? But becauſe. a 

great, though I Noike i is often made 
upon 
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upon this Place of Theodorite, I will conſider 
it ſtill farther towards the End of theſe Re- 
marks, and ſhew that, by Nature, he means 
only the viſible Nature, that is the Accidents 
of Bread. For the Subſtance was not viſible 
even before Conſecration, any otherwiſe than 
by the Nature of the Accidents. 


The fourth Citation is from St. Cyril of 5. cyrit of 


1 
* 


ſedech bleſſed Abraham, by exhibiting io bim 
Bread, and Wine, he adds, wwe are bleſſed no 
otherwiſe by Chriſt (Lit. a. Ap.) Ianſwer, that if 
this, and the like Places mean that Chriſt's 
Body is no otherwiſe in the Euchariſt, than in 
the Bread given by Melchiſedech to. Abrabam, 
they are as much, againſt Mr. Johnſon, as a- 
gainſt us. But indeed the Saint in the Place 
cited juſt after, explains what Bread the Eu- 
chariſt is, ſaying, Bread from Heaven, that is 
Chriſt, (lit. c. Ap.) and what is Chriſt, or Chriſt 
himſelf, but Chriſt in Perſon, and conſequent- 
ly his perſonal. Body? As to the. viſible 
Things that are offered, we are then bleſſed, 
not with a bloody Sacrifice, but as Melchi- 
ſedech bleſſed Abraham, with Bread and Wine; 
yet with them made now by Conſecration 
Chriſt himſelf. And to omit other Places, 
to be mentioned hereafter, to ſhew what Bo- 
dy he meant, he ſays, the Sacrifice ordained 
by Chriſt is a Life giving Sacriſice, by which 
Death was aboliſhed, (Lit. e. Ap.) di is nanyeyr- 
ra FavarO-, which was certainly his natural 
Body; for no other aboliſhed Death. 


Alexandria, where having ſaid, that Melchi- Alexandria. 


The like Anſwer I give to the two ſhort s.. Chryſo- 
Places of St. Cbryſaſtom, Page 145. which tom. 


Saint, we ſhall particularly ſee, has ſpoken too 
clearly for us to leave any Doubt of his Mean- 
ing, 


CR 

ing, and that, where he calls the Euchariſt 
Bread, he muſt be underſtood to call it fo, as 
Catholicks alſo frequently do, notwithſtand- 
ing their Belief of Tranſubſtantiation. 

In the ſame Page he cites, as St. Chryſo- 
ſtom's, the Words of an Epiſtle to Cæſarius, 
(Lit. q. Ap.) as we call the Bread, Bread, before 
it is bleſſed, but when the divine Grace has ſan#i- 
fied it, by the Intervention of the Prieſt, it quits 
the Name of Bread, and is thought worthy to be 
called the Lord's Body, although the Nature of 
Bread remain in it. So tbe divine Nature, taking 
the Government of the Body of Chriſt, both theſe 
made but one Son, one Perſon. Before Mr. Jobn- 
fon called this a moſt illuſtrious Teftimony that 
the Euchariſt is Bread, he ought, 1. to have 
proved this to be a genuine Work of St. Chry- 
ſoſtom; whereas he cannot, I ſuppoſe, but 
know ir is thought to be ſpurious. 2. He 
ought not to have ſuppreſſed theſe Words in 
the Engliſh, which are in the Appendix, & 
non duo, ſed unum filti corpus predicatur ; for 
theſe Words, it is not two Bodies, but one Bo- 
dy of the Son, plainly ſhew, that when the Au- 
thor (whoever he is) ſays, the Nature of Bread 
remains, he can only mean the Nature of the 
Dralities remains. Becauſe if there was at 
once, the Body or Subſtance of Bread, and 
the Body of Chriſt, there would not be on- 
ly the Body of the Son, but two Bodies; one 
of Bread, the other of the Son. The Mean- 
ing then is, that as the natural Qualities of 
Bread, remaining with Chriſt's Body in the 
Euchariſt, are not two Bodies, but one Bo- 
dy of the Son (which Word Son, by the by, 
is a very per/onal Expreſſion) ſo the two Na- 
tures in Chriſt are but one Perſon. In ſhort, 
| as 
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as we ſhall ſee, in anſwering Gelaſius hereafter, 
and others; the Word Nature here, cannot 
mean Subſtance ; ſo it is clear that, even taking 
it for Subſtance, this Place has not any Ap- 
pearance of favouring Mr. Fohn/on : for he does 
not allow of two Subſtances in the Euchariſt. 


Nor can I perceive the two or three Places 3, Auſtin. 


cited, Page 145. and 146. from St. Auſtin, to 
have any Difficulty. Their whole pretended 
Force conſiſts in the Saint's calling the Eu- 
chariſt Bread. Which is no more than what 
Catholicks often do, Eſpecially when they 
expreſly declare they mean conſecrated Bread; 
and that they believe it is the Fleſb of Chriſt. 
For conſecrated Bread is no more Bread in Sub- 
ſtance, than Water made Wine, is ſtill Water. 
Now. St. Auſtin in many Places cited in the 
Appendix, clearly expreſſes the Euchariſt to be 
Chriſt's true natural Body. Thus (Lit. a. Ap. 
he ſays it is the ſacred Victim by which the Hand- 
writing againſt us, was blotted out : And (Lit. .) 
Ap.) that we drink of the Blood of that Sacrifice, 
which wrought the Remiſſion of Sins: (Lit. e. 
Ap.) that the Euchariſt is that Body, whereof 
the Pfalmiſt ſays, Corpus autem aptaſti mihi. 
which moſt certainly is his natural Body. And 
to omit, at preſent, other Places, he clearly 
ſpeaks of Bread, not as in its own Nature, 
but as conſecrated by myſtical Prayer, and the 
inviſible Operation of the Holy Spirit, as he 
ſpeaks (Lit. r.) which Conſecratian, and Ope- 
ration,' we ſhall ſee, in the current Language 
of the Fathers, makes a Change of the Bread 
into the true and ſubſtantial Body of Chriſt. 


When I came to his next Citation, I was Gaudentjus. 


extremely ſurprized to find Gaudemius was 
ſubpæna d in againſt us, while it is very clear 
. that, 
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that, not even the Council of Trent, can ſpeak 
more plainly for Tranſubſtantiation. Mr. 
Jobnſon indeed Page 1 46. only cites the Words 
that mention Bread. But in the Appendix 
Gaudentius ſays, that not one and the ſame 
Lamb was ſacrificed in the old Law, becauſe 
one could not ſuffice for all, the Paſchal be- 
ing only the Figure, not the Propriety of our 
Lord's Paſſion, that is, of his Body, which ſuf- 
fered. Then he adds, in this Truth, in which 
we are,' one died for all, The ſame one (idem) 
is immolated in the Myſtery of Bread, and Wine. 
(Lit. a. Ap.) Now it it is the /ame one, it is the 
ſame Perſpn, and ſubſtantially. For the Jews 
offered the ſame one repreſentatively. When 
therefore he adds, Chriſt declares that, what- 
ever Wine is offered in Figure of bis Paſſion, is 
his Blood, he means it is his perſonal Blood. 


For he had already ſaid the ſame one, the ſame 


in Truth, is offered in the Euchariſt, which 
died on the Croſs. And although from hence 
Tranſubſtantiation evidently follows (for Bread 


cannot be in Truth the one and the /ame Body, 


which died for us, but by Tranſubſtantiation) 


yet, to clear the Point to us without the Trou- 
ble of this Inference, he directly ſays, be 
Creator and Lord of Nature, who produces Bread 
from the "Earth, does again, becauſe be can, and 
has promiſed it, make his proper Body | out of 


Bread; and he who made Wine out of Water, of 


Nine mates bis own Blood, What catholick Ca- 
techiſm can ſpeak more clearly, that as Bread 
is produced from the Earth by a ſubſtantial 
Change, and Wine from Water, ſo it is by 
2 ſubſtantial Change he makes Bread his Bo- 


dy, and out of Wine his Blood ? And both 


by that omnipotent Power by which he can 


give 


»- 
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give, and produce all Things out of any thing, 
or nothing; or change them as he pleaſes? 
Moreover (Lit. b. Ap.) he does not call the 
Euchariſt abſolutely Bread, but conſecrated 
Bread, and (Lit. d. Ap.) that it is offered in (or 
under) the Species of Bread, and Wine; which 
is the very Language of the Council of Trent. 
And ſtill clearer, if poſſible, is what he ſays 
(Tit. c. Ap.) that in the Euchariſt, Chriſt 
comes again from Heaven ; and that by it we 
have Chriſt in our Hands, and Mouth, and 
Breaſt. And it would have looked fairer, if 
Mr. Jobnſon had not omitted theſe ſhort 
Words in his Appendix, nec terrenum putes 
quod cœleſte eſfectum eſt, per eum qui tranſit in 
illud, & fecit illud ſuum corpus & ſanguinem. 


It is no leſs ſtrange to ſee him bring St. Je- st. Jerome. 


rom for a Witneſs againſt us. Only the Words 
mentioning Bread are produced here, but in 
the Appendix, the Saint plainly declares the 
euchariſtical or conſecrated Bread is Chriſt's 
ſubſtantial Body, where (Lit. k. Ap.) he ſays, it 
is the Body of our Saviour and Lord Jeſus; and 
that, he was both the Giver of the Banquet, and 
Partaker of the Banquet; he himſelf is both be 
who eats, and be who is eaten. I ſuppoſe it 
is clearly Chriſt in Perſon who gave the Eu- 
chariſt : Conſequently it is he in Perſon, who 


is given in it. And thus when St. Ambroſe is st. Ambroſe. 


next cited, as calling the Euchariſt Bread, he 
means conſecrated or tranſubſtantiated Bread. 
For he ſays (Lit. a. Ap.) we receive the Lord 
himſelf, who gave us his Fleſh in the Euchariſt. 
(Ipſum Dominum qui dedit carnem ſuam nobis.) 
The Lord himſelf, and his own Fleſh. Con- 
ſequently that Perſon who gave it, is the ve - 
ry Perſon who is received. But I ſhall have 


a far - 


Sy- 


5. 
4 farther Occaſion of ſhewing St. Ambroſ?'s 
Sentiments in this Point. 

As to the Words of Ephrem Syrus (P. 146.) 
ſaying, Chriſt took Bread, and broke it into a Fi- 
gure of his Body, no Streſs can be laid upon 
the Word Figure by Mr. Jobnſon. For he 
grants the Euchariſt is not only a Figure of 
Chriſt's Body, but truly bis very Body. Nor 


can I ſee what Streſs he can put upon its be- 


ing called Bread, while this ancient Writer 
adds in the Appendix, (Lit. c.) that we par- 
take the immaculate Body of our Lord, with a moſt 
full Faith; certain we eat the Lamb himſelf en- 
tirely. Which clearly ſignifies Chriſt in Per- 
ſon. For the Repreſentation only of him, 
or to receive him only as to his Power, and 
Efficacy, is not to receive the Lamb himſelf, 
nor entirely, And Bread made the entire 
Lamb himſelf, muſt be Bread tranſubſtantia- 
ted. 

St. Gregory Nyſſen , whom he had ſeemed 
to give up to us, is however cited here in 
theſe Words: I is at firſt common Bread; but 
when the Myſtery bas made it a Sacrifice, it is 
called the Body of our Lord, and is ſo. And 
what is this but the general Language of Ca- 
tholicks? And where do the Fathers ſay, it is 
called Bread and is ſo? When they fay, it is 
Chriſt's Body, they ſay it abſolutely, without 
any limiting Words, or Excluſion of his ſub- 
ſtantial Body; on the contrary, they add 
Words expreſſing his very perſonal Body. 
When they ſay it is Bread, they add Words 
which are inconfiſtent with the Subſtance of 
Bread remaining. They ſay, for Example, 
it is not Bread, though it appears ſo, but is 
the Body, though it not appear ſo; and 
ö I even 
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even in this very Place the Saint ſays yivera, 
which properly means it is made his Body; 
and in the Texts immediately joined to this 
in the Appendix, he declares the Bread is 
changed, converted, tranſelemented into the Bo- 
dy of Chriſt, that /ame Body which died for us; 
which certainly was his perſonal Body ; and 
he explicates this Change of Bread, at large, 
by the Change of Bread into Chriſt's Body, 
while alive, by Nouriſhment; which was no 
leſs certainly a ſubſtantial Change. But I 
ſhall conſider this Saint farther by and by. 


Macarius, when he ſays (Page 146.) Bread, Macarius. 


and Wine is offered in the Church, as an Anti- 
type of Chriſt's Body, and Blood; and they who 
parlake of the viſible Bread, do ſpiritually eat 
the Fleſh of the Lord ; cannot mean any other 
Body of Chriſt but his true natural Body. 
For he had ſpoken juſt before in the ſame 
Place (Lit. b. Ap.) of that Body which was cru- 
cified, and that Blood which was ſhed upon the 
Croſs; and therefore muſt fairly be underſtood 
by Fleſb, and Blood, in the next Words, to 
mean the ſame Fleſh, and Blood ſpoken of 
juſt before. Beſides, what Mr. Jobnſan inter- 


prets viſible Bread, may more cloſely be ren- 


dered apparent or ſeeming Bread ; in the Greek 
it is Qawouſs dprs. Which Expreſſion natu- 
rally excludes the Reality of Bread, and is as 
if he had faid, it ſeems Bread, but is not ſo 
in reality. For though qawouſvor may be faid 
of a Thing which truly appears, and is what 
it appears; yet when put in Conjunction with 
other Words, which are not conſiſtent with the 
reality of what is ſaid to appear, it muſt be 
taken for a meer Appearance, without the Re- 
ality of the Subſtance, which it is ſaid to be 

in 
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in Appearance. Now the Reality of Chriſt's 
ſubſtantial Body is not conſiſtent in the Eu- 
charift, with the Reality of ſubſtantial Bread. 
Moreover Macarius had ſaid before (Lit. b. Ap.) 
CW aTITOE ˖u eig Beaow 6 xveaGr, that our 
Lord makes himſelf a Body (or corporeal) for our 
Food. He does not ſay, he makes the Power 
of his Body, but him/elf a Body; not the Ef- 
ficacy of his Fleſh, but his Fleſb; not effica- 
_ eious only, but corporeal, to be our Food. 

As to what he ſays that Bread and Wine is 
offered as an Antitype of Chriſt's Body, the true 
and literal Senſe is ; Bread and Wine are offered 
au, or the Antitype , without the Particle or 
Adverb as. So that, it is in effe& the ſame, as 
if he had ſaid; Bread and Wine offered, or 
conſecrated, are an Antitype of Chriſt's Body, 
or the Antitype of it. And therefore the pro- 
per Senſe is, that Bread is ſo offered, as not 
to be only a Type, but the Antitype itſelf, 
that is, Chriſt's Body. And if Mr. Jobnſon 
had mentioned but four other Words of Ma- 
carius, it would have been clear, how that an- 
cient Writer calls the Euchariſt Bread. For 
(apud Gualt. Chronol. & 4. 10.) he ſays, we 
taſte the Lamb — and eat the true Bread, the 
living Logos. Bread therefore is in the Eu- 
chariſt the Logos, or the eternal Word, that 
is, Chriſt in Perſon. It is called true Bread, 
as being the true Nouriſhment that gives Life; 
not as to the Subſtance of Bread, which can- 
not be there, even in Mr. Jobnſon's Opinion, 
together with the true Subſtance of the Logos. 
In fine, I ſuppoſe, I need not take particular 
Notice of this Citation ſaying, we ſpiritually 
eat it. For Mr. Jobnſon grants, that ſpiritual 
Eating does not exclude a true and real Eat- 

i | Ing. 
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ing. If then what we eat is the Lagos, and 
the Body which was crucified, we truly eat 
Chriſt's — Body, both ſpiritually, and 
really. 

The two next Citations, one of St. Epipha- 
#145, the other of St. Cyril of Feruſalem, I ſhall 
conſider, by and by, in particular, and ſhew 
that this latter eſpecially, is ſo clear for Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, that it is very unaccountable 
how he could be brought for the contrary, by 
any ſincere Inquirer, 


Euſebius Cæſarienſis, ſays (Page 147.) Vrſt guſebius Cæ- 
Chrift, and then his Prieſts, myſteriouſly repreſent ſarienſis. 


bis Body, and ſalutary Blood, in Bread and Wine. 
(Lit. h. Ap.) And what then? Is then Bread 
only a Repreſentation of his Body? No. Mr. 
Zohnſon maintains (how. conſiſtently we ſhall 
ſee hereafter) and proves at large, the Eucha- 
riſt is Chriſt's very and true Body. And I 
am ſure, ' in the Language of Chriſtianity, to 
ſay Chriſt's ſalutary Blood, or the Blood which 
wrought our Salvation, is the ſame as to ſay, 
Chriſt's perſonal Blood ſhed for us on the 
Croſs... Conſequently Euſebius declares the 
Euchariſt--is Chriſt's perſonal Blood. And 
therefore by Bread, means conſecrated or tran- 
ſubſtantiated Bread. 


Thus again, when St. Cyprian ( Ibid. ) ſays St. Cyprian, 


Chrift Feſus offered the ſame Sacrifice, that Mel- 
chiſedeck did, that is Bread, and Wine; he im- 
2 adds. vix. bis own Body, and Blood, 
(/uum videlicet corpus & ſanguinem. ) Since there- 
fore Bread remaining Bread, cannot be Chriſt's 
oon Body, he muſt mean Bread tranſubſtanti- 
ated, For, that he means Chriſt's perſonal 
Body, is clear from what he ſays juſt before 
in the Appendix A 3.) that his Blood by 


whom 


Origen. 


Tertullian. 
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whom (or by which) we were redeemed and vivi- 


fied, is inthe Chak Mr. Jobnſon omits theſe 
Words here in the Engliſh, They would not 
have much ſwelled his book ; but they would 
have clearly expreſſed Chriſt's perſonal Blood. 

And I muſt have leave to ſay, that tranſlating 
here theſe Words ſingly, nor can his Blood ap- 
Pear to be in the Cup, if Wine be not there, has 
a very unfair Aſpect. His ZExgh/ſs Reader 
might hence imagine St, Cyprian means, that 
Wine muſt remain in the Chalice after Conſe- 
cration; whereas he evidently ſpeaks of quite 
a different thing. He means, that without 
Wine, there can be no valid Conſecration. But 
he ſays in the ſame Line, the Blood which” re- 
deemed us, is in the Cup. Though, Chriſt ha- 
ving ſo ordained it, his Blood could not be 
there, if Wine had not deen the Matter of the 
Conſecration. 

In the like manner, when Ori ven(Pagoted 3 
fays, we eat the Loaves offered to God, they be- 
ing made a certain boly Body; he plainly ſhews, 
they remain not Bread, but are made another 
Thing. And what Thin they are made, he 
preſently adds; the Body of the Logos. (Lit. g. 
Ap.) And what — is the Body of the Logos, 
but that, to which the Logos was perſonally 
united? And moreover Mr. 'Zobnſon allows 
this to be a genuine Citation of Origen, which 
alſo ſays, that Christ expreſly uſed the Words, 
this is my Body, not @ Symbol of my Body, 2 
we ſhould think it a Type. Conſequently the 
Words his is my Body, muſt be taken for 
his Body literally, and not only reprefents-" 


_ tively, 


And when Tertullian (Ibid.) fas, Chriſt's 


* is authoritatively declared to be in the 


Bread, 
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Brad, he muſt alſo be underſtood of Bread 
tranſubſtantiated. For he alſo ſays (Lit. o.) 


Cbriſt made' Bread his Body. Now, as I ob- 


ſerved before, it cannot be made his Body, and 


yet remain Bread. And fince Bread, and Bo- 
ay are both Subſtances, and no Accident is 


mentioned, the natural Senſe is, that the Sub- 


ſtance of Bread is made or changed into the 
Subſtance of Chriſt's Body. It being plain, 


that when we ſay this Subſtance is made that 


"Subſtance, the Word made, i imports a ſubſtan- 


tial Change, when the Thing which is ſaid 
to be made another is capable of a ſubſtantial 
Change; as Bread certainly 1s capable, and 
often receives a ſubſtantial Change, by Nu- 


trition, for Example. 


Mr. Jobnſon was ſenſible the Words cenſetur 
in pane, which he tranſlates, is authoritatively 
declared to be in the Bread, might ſeem to fa- 


' your the Lutheran Opinion of Impanation, ra- 


ther than his. He therefore takes notice of 
thoſe other Words of Tertullian, that Christ 
made Bread bis Body. But then he adds (Page 

149.) let you ſhould ſuppoſe that he 1 
the Bread to be tranſubſtantiated , be ſays im- 


 mediately after ; Chrift ſaid this is my Body, 


that is, the Hgure of my Body. What does 
Mr. Jobnſon here mean? Would he have 


us believe, that the Euchariſt is only a Fi- 


gure? If, as he owns, it is not only a Figure, 
then calling ic a Figure, is no Proof againſt 
Tranſubſtantiation. For, as we ſhall ſee far- 
ther, the Word Figure is no more oppoſite, 
or excluſive of Subſtance, than it is excluſive 
to Reality and Verity. In which reſpect we 
may ſay with Gaudentius (Lit. a. Ap.) Figura 


| von eff veritas, ſed imitatio veritatis. But, as not- 


E 2 wittutanding 


of 


( 7.9 ) the 


withſtanding a Figure, conſidered as ſuch, is to 
not the true Thing, whereof it is a Figure; but rea 
an Imitation, or Repreſentation of it; yet that in 
which in one Reſpect, is a Figure, may, in an- the 
other Reſpect, be the very Thing it repreſents. me 
And indeed, while Mr. Jobnſon grants the in 
Euchariſt is the very and true Body of Chriſt, que 


I cannot tell, how he can make the Word ſay 
Figure an Objection againſt us, without an- Bre 
ſwering it himſelf. 811 me 
Mr. Johnſon's But by the by, I will here obſerve, how gre 
weak Anſwer ſtrangely he ſhuffles, when he pretends to an- inte 
ro Lutherans. ſwer Objections upon any other Principles, than wit 
thoſe wherein he agrees with Catholicks. In ſelx 


this very Place (Page 149.) when the Anci- the 
ents ſay we receive the Body of Chriſt in Bread, the 
he anſwers the Lutherans, that ** thoſe Words Eu 
are to be underſtood juſt as that Exgliſb- is a 
&« nan would be, who ſhould ſay, he had re- tho 
cc ceived a hundred Pounds in Silver. And, then cha 
c adds; as the Silver, and hundred Pound, wh 
« in this way of ſpeaking, are the ſame ; ſo ly 1 
«© likewiſe is the Body of Chriſt, and the Bread My 
« the ſame. in the Language of the Fathers. is © 
« And that St. Cyril meant ſo, is evident; for ver 
<« he directly calls the Bread Chriſt's Body.“ the 
That St. Cyril ſhould be ſaid to be evidently ſtra 


an Aſſertor, that Bread remains, is pretty this 
ſtrange, while Dr. Grabe, with ſo juſt reaſon, lem 
gives him up; and J cannot tell how to ac- der 
count for that Man's Sincerity, or Attention, ind 
who can think him evidently againſt the ſub- dre 


ſtantial Change of Bread, into the Body of era 
Chriſt. We ſhall ſoon ſee what he ſays to it. 204 
In the mean while, whoever conſiders this An- 11 
ſwer of Mr. Jobnſon, muſt needs be ſurprized, (P. 
to find him reduce all that's ſaid by * Fa- 
| ers 
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thers, of Chriſt's Body being in the Euchariſt, 
to' a meer empty nothing, For there is no 
real Difference at all, bur a meer verbal one, 
in the Caſe he puts, between the Silver, and 
the hundred Pound. Nothing more than a 
meer Diſtinction of Words, No real Thing 
in the one, which is not in the other. Conſe- 
quently, if the Fathers meant nothing elſe, by 
ſaying, the Body of Chriſt is in the euchariſtick 
Bread, they meant nothing really diſtin& from 
meer Bread. And thus he will make all the 
great Things they ſay of the Euchariſt vaniſh. 
into meer Words, a meer empty Diſtinction, 
without any Difference in the Things them 
ſelves. This is to make the holy Fathers ei- 
ther ridiculous in themſelves, or Banterers of 
their Readers, almoſt in all they fay of the 
Euchariſt, For example; they tell us there 
is a ſtrange, ſublime Myſtery, to be believed, 
though above our Comprehenſion, in the Eu- 
chariſt, that Chriſt's Body ſhould be in thar, 
which to our Sight, and Taſte, ſeems to be on- 
ly Bread, Now after all, what is this ſtrange 
Myſtery ? Why truly, fays Mr. Jobnſon, it 
is only this, that as a hundred Pound in Sil- 
ver is both a hundred Pound, and Silver; fo 
the Euchariſt is both Chriſt, and Bread. A 
ſtrange Myſtery indeed! And when they ſay, 
this is not Bread, but is changed, and tranſe- 
lemented into Fleſh, Cc. it is juſt /o to be un- 
derſiood, as if they had ſaid ; this fundred Pound 


in Silver, is not only Silver but alſo a hun- 
dred Pound; it is not meer Silver, but is 
tranſelemented into a hundred Pound. And 
is not this a deep Myſtery? But to proceed; 
Next to Jertullian he quotes St. Irenzuss:. Irenzus, 
(Page 148.) as alſo calling the - Euchariſt 
E 3 Bread, 


Juſtin, 
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Bread. I anſwer: but he alſo calls it the Bo- 
dy of Chriſt, and (Lit. g.) his own proper 


Body, and Blood, and plainly ſpeaks of that 


very Blood which redeemed us. And in the 
like Manner, when St. Z#/imm calls the Eucha- 


riſt Bread, he alſo ſays (Lit. a.) it is the Fleſb 
of him, who was made Fleſh for us, by his Incar- 
nation. (exevs T2 oxexeoronfilG* Ines d cage 
e aiue va) here Fleſb is twice named in three 


Words. And you may as well ſay, that when 


firſt named; it does not mean ſubſtantial Fleſh, 
as when it is again named in the very next 
Word but one. Nor do I know how one can 
expreſs Chriſt's natural Fleſh more determi- 
nately, than by ſaying it is the Fleſh of that 
ſame Jeſus, who was made Fleſh by his Incar- 


nation. 


have gone through all the Places he quotes 


which I cannot ſee any Shadow of Difficulty. 
Nor is it to be conceived, how he can grant the 
Euchariſt is truly, verily indeed, and permanent- 
ly, the own, proper, ſalutary Body and Blood, and 
that very Blood which redeemed us, &c. and yet 
deny it to be Chriſt's natural, ſubſtantial, 
E Body, and Blood. This, as we ſhall 
e farther, is more inconceivable, than any 
Thing in the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. 


of the Fathers, to prove the Euchariſt is 
Bread. N ele above two or three, in 


Second Synod of He proceeds next to cite Councils to the ſame 
Conſtantino- Purpoſe, As to the ſecond Synod of Conſtans 


ple. 


tinople, which he calls the proteſtant Synod, we 
may more juſtly deſpiſe it, than Proteſtants 
eſteem it. And as to it's calling the Eucha+ 
rift Bread, by ſaying, material Bread is offered 


4. a Figure, or Image, of Chriſt's Body, I 


have already, and ſhall again obſerve, my 
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the Word Figure is no more againſt Tranſub - 
ſtantiation, than againſt Mr. 7ohbn/ſon, and a- 
gainſt the verily and indeed of the Church of 
England. For when we ſpeak of a Thing by 
a Subſtantive, it is as meer trifling to ſay, this 
is in Reality that, but not in Subſtance z as to 
ſay, this Man has a Body in Reality, but not 
in Subſtance. Nor can any thing be clearer” 

than that, if a Figure can be the Reality of 
a Man, it may alſo be his Subſtance, - And 
ſure when a Man repreſents himſelf, he repre- 
ſents his own Perſon, his own Subſtance. 


The third, alias the ſixth Council of Car- Third Smod of 
thage, I cannot apprehend to be any Difficul- Cuthage. 


ty. It provides, ſays he Page 149. that, in 
the Sacraments of our Lord's Body and Blaod, 
nothing more be offered, than what the Lord com- 
manded, that is Bread, and Wine mixt with Ma. 
ter. (Lit. a. Ap.) Now it is very plain this Ca- 
non concerns not the Subſtance of the Eucha- 
riſt after Conſecration, but anly defines what 


is to be the Matter of Conſecration. It does 


not decree that Bread remains after Conſecra- 
tion, but that thoſe Things, and no others, 
ſnall be the Matter of the Chriſtian Sacrifice, 
and Conſecration. And if Mr. Jobnſon had 
not been very fond of meeting with the Word 
Bread, with any Reference to the Euchariſt, 
he might have omitted this, and many more 

of his Citations, | 
But, ſays he (Page 1 50,) they evidently ſpeak 
of the Body and Blood, and the Bread and Wine 
mixt with Water, as numerically the fame, Do 
they- ſo? Then they evidently ſpeak againſt 
Mr. Jahnſon, and in favour of us. For it is 
evident, that in his Opinion the Conſecration 
adds ſomething real to the Bread, and that 
E 4 there 
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there are in the conſecrated Bread two Things 
numerically diſtin, to wit, the earthly, and 
the heavenly, as St. Irenzus ſpeaks (Lit. f. Ap.) 
and expreſly calls them two Things. Now 
two [Things cannot properly be made nume- 
rically one, unleſs the one be made, by a 
Change of Subſtance, to be the other ; or by 
being united in one Perſon. We may in a =_ 
Senſe ſay the conſecrated Bread, and the Body 
of Chriſt are numerically the ſame, as all ſay, 
Bread, and our Bodies become numerically the 
fame by Nutrition. And on the other hand, 
we may ſay with St. Irenz2us, the Euchariſt 


conſiſts of two Things, viz. the viſible earth - 


ly- Accidents of Bread, and the heavenly Bo- 
dy of Chriſt. But how Mr. Jobnſon can ſay, 
the Subſtance of Bread remaining is numeri- 
cally the ſame, with the heavenly Thing ſu- 
peradded, cannot be intelligible. For he does 
not allow they are perſonally united; and ſo 
become one, as God and Man are one Chriſt : 
Nor that, one is changed into the other, as 
Bread becomes one with our Bodies by Nutri- 
tion; nor by any other ſubſtantial Change. 
And if after all, by being numerically one, he 
means no more than that the Bread, and Wine, 
and Body, and Blood concur to make one Eu- 
chariſt, as Wood, Stones, Sc. concur to make 


one Houſe, he not only trifles, but 1s contra- 
ry to the Fathers, who expreſly ſay, the Eucha- 


riſt is not tuo Bodies, but one Body of Chrif, 


and that” ſame Body which ſuffered — us.” 
Bread 


Whereas if the Body or Subſtance o 
remains, with the Body of Chriſt, there will 
be two Bodies; and if it is not his ſubſtantial 
Body, it js not the Body which redeemed us. 


a He 
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Fe next gives theſe Words, from the forty Council of Lal 
ninth Canon of the Council of Laodicea, for- odicea. 
bidding Bread to be offered in Lent, except on 
the Sabbath and Lord's Day. Hereupon he 
adds: by offering Bread, muſt be intended 
« offering the ſacramental Body of Chriſt, 
« till ĩt does appear, that the ancient Church 
te did any where offer Bread, ſeparated from 
other Materials, excepting at the Eucha- 
& rift,” Now let us ſuppoſe that here, Bread 
1s meant for the Euchariſt, It will only fol- 
low, that on other Days in Lent the Bread was 
not to be conſecrated z but here is nothing 
faid of Bread, remaining Bread, after Conſe- 
eration. In the next Canon, it forbids ſolemn 
Memories of Martyrs on other Days in Lent. 
And I apprehend it might be ſaid, that as 
thoſe Feſtivals, on which there uſed to be, 
beſides the Eucharift, other material Feaſts 
and Banquets; ſo alſo in this Canon, offering 
Bread for ſuch. Banquets, was forbid on other 
Days in Lent, left they might be an Occaſion 
of infringing the Faſt of that holy Time, ſo 
little regarded now a-days out of the catho- 
lick Church. For as to the Euchariſt, it is 
certain it was uſed in the ancient Church more 
frequently than on Sundays only, and that the 
Sacrifice, or Communion at leaſt, were not for- 
bidden in Lent, more than at other Times. 
But however this may have been abridged by 
ſome Churches in Lent, and granting this Ca- 
non to mean the ſame which was decreed by 
the Council in Trullo, Can. 52, (which by the 
by is a clear Proof of Communion under one 
kind in thoſe ancient Times) it will only fol- 
low, the conſecrating of Bread was forbidden on 


other Days in Lent, and it is pretty plain, here 
is 


ä 2 - 
zs not any Appearance of Proof againſt Tran- n 
lubſtantiation. | B 
And here, upon the whole, I muſt again * 
obſerve in general, that it is very weak to m 
argue thus: The Euchariſt is called Bread; of 
therefore it is Bread in Subſtance. For on the con- Ol 
trary we far more juſtly argue thus: I is called 2 
Cbriſt's Body; therefore it is his Body in Sub- it 
ſtance. Becauſe when it is called Bread, there tie 
en 
to 
Fi 
br 
W. 
m 
th 
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are other Words added, which exclude the 
Subſtance of Bread. Such as, con/ecrated Bread, 
Bread changed, tranſelemented; that, it was 
Bread, but that now it is not Bread, though it 
appears to be Bread, &c. On the contrary, 
when it is called the Body of Chriſt, the 
Words added to it, do not exclude, but ex- 
2 denote his ſubſtantial Body. As we 


ve already, and ſhall ſtil] ſhew hereafter. re 
As to the Liturgies Mr. Johnſon is pleaſed ſec 
to ſay Page 150. It is very evident that after th 
& the Words of Inſtitution rehearſed, they all | 
« gpree in offering to God r ca co r cd,  M 
« thine own out 1 thine own, which is certain- off 
« ly 4 Periphraſis of the Bread and Wine.” — ac 
But why muſt it be a Periphraſis of Bread Stu 
remaining? Why cannot the ſubſtancial Body S 
of Chriſt be called, 4 Gift out of other Gifts of ha 
Ged, fince it is made or changed out of other ſis 
Things? ch: 
_ Chriſt's perſonal Body, ſays Mr. Johnſon, lie 
cannot be ſuppoſed to have been brought from are 
home by the Communicants, and therefore that Su 
Expreſſion fits nothing but the Bread remaining wh 
in Subſtance, Why not? Could not holy Si- Bo 


meon, when he had Chriſt in his Arms, offer 10 

him to God, and ſay, I offer thee thine out of lin 

thine? And though the Communicants could ir 
* | — 


((595)) . 
not be ſuppoſed}, to have brought Chriſt's. 
Body from home, yet having brought that 
which is changed into Chriſt's Body, they 
may very properly ſay, they offer bine out 
of thine. I he Sacrifice itſelf is thus a- Gift 
out of other Gifts. And Mr. Jobnſan, for- 
getting what he here lays, owns Page 276. 
it is a Sacrifice which God gives us toties quo- 
ties, before Te can give it him : where he alſo 
enlarges upon this * And be pleaſed 
to obſerve, how inconſiſtent he is here again. 
For as in the catholick Doctrine, we do not 
bring Chriſt's perſonal Body from home, but 
what is brought thence, is by Conſecration 
made his ſubſtantial Body; ſo, in his Opinion, 
the Bread brought to Church, is not yet that, 
which he calls Chriſt's true ſacramental and 
repreſentative Body, but is made ſo by Con- 
ſecration; and yet he calls it a Gift out of o- 
ther Gifts. | 

He might have ſeen, that the Canon of 

Maſs, immediately adds after Conſecration, 
offerimus præclaræ majeſtati tuæ, de tuis donis 
ac dalis, hoſtiam puram, hoſtiam ſanttam, ho- 

ftiam immaculatam, panem ſanctum vitæ eterne, 

S calicem ſalutis perpetuæ. And hence he might 
have ſeen that, rd S & r cb, is no Periphra - 
ſis of Bread remaining; nor calling the Eu- 
chariſt Bread, any Objection againſt one's be- 
lieving Tranſubſtantiation, when other Words 
are added, that ſhew, they mean not Bread in 
Subſtance, but Bread of Life and Salvation; 
which is a Periphraſis of Chriſt's ſubſtantial 
Body, that wrought our Salvation. 


Hence we may eaſily ſee, how the Clemen- St. Cicment, 


tine Liturgy calls it Bread. For it adds, that 


it is the Body of Chriſt; and the Blood of 
Chriſt 


The Words 


(665) 
Chriſt is called, the Cup of Life (wroryeaov dic) 
(Lit. d.) and in the firſt Citation of the Ap- 
pendix, St. Clement expreſly ſays, that in the 
Sacrifice we have Chrif our Salvation and our 
bigh Prieſt. Which Words plainly denote 

hriſt's perſonal Preſence. For Cbriſt, and 
High- Prieſt are perſonal Appellations. 

In ſhort: neither the Word Bread, nor the 
Word Body preciſely by themſelves, can de- 
termine this Controverſy ; but what is joined 


with them muſt determine whether of the two 


Subſtances remains, He grants that both do 
not remain. And if the ſtrongeſt perſonal 
Expreſſions can clear a Point, it 1s evident the 
Fathers by Chriſt's Body in the Euchariſt, 
mean his perſonal and ſubſtantial Body ; where- 
of we ſhall have ſtill a great many more, and 


if poſſible, ſtill greater Proofs, both of this 


Truth, and of Mr. Jobnſon's Inconſiſtencies. 


He comes next to the Places where the 


Type, Figure, Fathers call the euchariſtick Bread and Wine 


Cc. conſidered. by the Names of Types, Antitypes, Figures,” 


Victor Anti- 


Likeneſſes, Images, and Symbols of Chriſt's na- 
tural Body, and Blood, But I have already 
obſerved, that ſuch Words are no more exclu- 
ſive of the Subſtantiality, than of. the Verity 
and Reality of Chriſt's Body. And this will 


be farther proved, after I have conſidered the 


Citations produced here in particular, Page 
151. 

Victor Antiochenus ſays, that Men are made 
Partakers of the Body of Chriſt by the Symbols 
of Bread, Now this is ſo far from excluding 
Chriſt's natural Body, that by Mr. Jobnſon's 
Way of arguing, it excludes the Subſtance of 
Bread. For Yiftor does not fix the Word 
Symbol to the Body of Chriſt, but to the _— 
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the very next Citation, the Saint calls indeed 


( 61) 
It immediately reſpects and affects the Bread. 
And therefore if Symbol has the Power of ex- 
cluding Subſtance, it muſt rather exclude the 
Subſtance of Bread, to which it is immediate- 


ly joined; than the Subſtance of Chriſt's Bo- 
dy, which it does not affect directly. So that 


by this Gentleman's Logick, to ſay, Bread is 
a Symbol, is to ſay, it is not ſubſtantial, but 
only repreſentative Bread. And however he 
takes ſuch Expreſſions, all that can be drawn 
from them is, that the Body of Chriſt 1s not 
in the Euchariſt under its own proper viſible 
Shape and Appearance, but only under the 


Appearance of Bread. Thus Chriſt appear- 


ing to St. Mary Magdalen, though really and 
ſubſtantially preſent, yet was not preſent un- 
der his own viſible proper Shape, but in the 
Figure, Likeneſs, and if you pleaſe, the Sym- 
bolical Repreſentation of a Gardiner. 


He then produces St. Chry/oſtom calling the gr. Chryſo- 
ſacramental Blood, the Symbol of Death, but a ſtom. 
. Cauſe of Life, (Lit. p. Ap.) the Words Symbol of 


Death Mr. Johnſon obſerves, mean the Sym- 
bol of Chriſt”s effuſed Blood. But he ought al- 
ſo take notice, that St. Chry/oſtom does there 
alſo call it living Blood. ( aiua fav.) and 
that, it was the Cauſe of Life. Now only his 
perſonal Blood was the Cauſe of our Life, and 
Redemption from Death, Moreover the 
Word Symbol here again affects rather the 
Manner of the Death, than the Subſtance of 
the Blood. And therefore, if it had the ſtrange 


_ excluſive Power, this Gentleman ſeems to give 


it, tis not the Preſence of the Blood, but the 


| Preſence of the Death by which it was effuſed 


on the Croſs, that is excluded. Beſides, in 


the 


T 


— 


1 
- the Euchariſt Symbols, - but he adds, that by, 
or in the Euchariſt, we receive the Lord him- 


2 4 the Cherubims dwelling in us. (awnv F 
Þ draporlw yes Evonila.) (Lit. e. Ap.) 
Waal, the Lord himſelf can be, but the Lord 
in Perſon, I know not, if we ſuppoſe Words 
can be underſtood 1 in their natural, and com- 
mon Uſe, | 
In the like Manner, St. Gregory iokinzes 


Nazianzen. Here calls the Elements, Antitypes of the My- 


Se. Epipha- 


ſeries. But then, a few Lines before, he ſaid 
that in the Euchariſt toe partake of the Divini- 
y of Chrift. (Lit. b. Ap.) And St. Epiphanius, 
when he tells us that Bread and Wine offer- 
ed by Melebiſedect, did typify the Antitypes of 
' Chrit®s Blood, he adds, that Blood whic 784 
' "ol from bis Side, for the cleanſing, and redeem- 
our Souls; which ſure was his natural 
Blood. As upon theſe two Places in parti- 
cular, ſo in general we may farther obſerve, 
that when Types are compared with their An- 
titypes, the Word Antitype naturally means the 
Thing ſignified by the Type. And therefore 
ſince the ancient Sacrifices were Types of 
- Chriſt's perſonal Sacrifice, the Antitypes of 
his Blood mean his perſonal Blood, as the 
Original of thoſe Types, and anſwering to, 
and taking the Place of the Types. And 
much in this Way, Baptiſm in the firſt Epi- 
- ftle of St. Peter chap. iii. ver. 21. in the Greek 
is called the Antitype of the Ark, and of the 
"faving of thoſe, who by it eſcaped the Deluge. 
"Baptiſm is the Reality of that ſaving Reme- 
- dy againſt periſhi 5 in Sin, which was pre- 
"figured by ancient Types. And thus the Eu- 
chariſt is the Reality of that ſaving Blood, 
5 , Fhichr _ prefigured by the Blood of ancient 
Saeri- 


(63) 


„ Sacrifiees, and the Antitype of thoſe Types; 
A though at the ſame Time, that it is the Re- 
7 ality of that ſubſtantial Blood of Chriſt, it is 
9 alſo typically in the Euchariſt, that is, not in 
= its own Shape, bot under the Type or Ap- 
18 rance of Bread. 


1 But there will de no need to examine each 

particular Place in Mr. 7obnfon*s Citations, 
” wherein the Euchariſt is called by the Name 
y- of "Type, Figure, &c. ſince in the very next 
id Pages, where he proves that it 1s not a meer 
fo Type, he cffectually diſproves whatever ſuch 
45 Expreſſions might ſeem to impart contrary to 
r= Tranſubſtantiation; and proves that it was by 


of the Fathers believed to be, not a Figure only 

*. of Chriſt's Body, but his very real, and per- 

* ſonal- Body, 

al Thus Page 152. he cites Theodorite in theſe st. Theodorite. 
3 Words: Int that Night (before the Crucifixion) 

e, brit gave an Accompliſhment to the typical 

In- Paſſover, and made the* Archttype of that Dye. 

he (Lit. e. Ap.) Since therefore Chriſt is him elf 

re =_ Archttype (as the Apoſtle to the Corinthians | 
of os our paſcha Chrift is immolated, ſpeaking 


of his being immolated on the Crols) it fol- 

. lows that Chriſt himſelf perſonally is made 

0, preſent in the Euchariſt. 

ad St. Chryſoftom indeed in the next Citation g, chryſo- 
pi- ſays, toe bave received greater Symbols, than ſtom. 


ob were comained in the Holy of Holies. (Lit. e. Ap.) 
he Bat then he adds in the ſame Place, we have 
no be Chernbim, but the Lord of the Cherubim 
— dwelling in us. Which cannot true, unleſs 
1" the Euchariſt be Chriſt himſolf. How then, 
zu- could Mr. Jobnſon here ſy, that St. Cg 
Wd, Plainiy makes the Body, and Blood be but Sym- 
wat ond No, he does not make _ but Symbols, 


eri- or 
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or * Symbols, but he plainly makes them 
ſuch Symbols, as contains the very Perſon of 
him, whoſe Symbols they are. And the next 
Citation alſo (vix. KS Chriſt to the typical. 
Paſſover ſuper- added the, true one) is rather an 
Argument too for Tranſubſtantiation, than 
againſt it. For ſince Chriſt's Perſon; is the 
true Paſſover, i it follows, he added himſelf per- 
ſonally, when he celebrated the other, which 
was a Type of him. And again when cited 
juſt after, the Saint calls the Blood oſ the 
Old- la w- ſacrifices, Types, and the Euchariſt 
the Verity itſelf. He plainly means it is the 
very Blood, which waſhed us from Sin: That 
is, Chriſt's natural Blood. 

St. Auſtin is next cited affirming, * the 
ancient Sacrifices of holy Men were manifold, and 


Various Signs of this irue Sacrifice. (Lit. a. Ap.) 


eee ont if Mr. Jobnſon had mentioned here theſe 


Words of the Saint in the ſame Place, Cbriſt 
is the Prieſt that offers, and. the Thing - that is 

offered, his ;Engli/h Reader would have been 
Ent ble, that St. Auſtin believed the Body 
of Chriſt in the Euchariſt to be his per- 
ſonal. Body. Eſpecially, if to the following 
Citation he had added, what the Saint ſays, 


viz, that the Body ſacrificed in the Euchariſt. 


is that Body, whereof the Palm. ſays, Corpus 
aulem Se mibi, ( Vide Lit. e. Ap.) which 
was certainly ſaid of his perſonal Body. 

In a Word: ſuch Places 5 — the Eucha» 


riſt by the Name of Type, . Figure, Memorial, 
Myſtery, &c. are N by Mr. Jobnſon, not 


to exclude the Verity and Reality. And 
the Fathers in theſe ſame Places not only af- 


firm it to be truly Chriſt's Body, but add ſuch 
other Expreſſions, as cannot mean any Thing, 


4 but 


('65') 
but his perſonal Body. And ſo little have 
Catholicks ever apprehended the Words Sign 
or Sacramental,, Memorial, and Myſtery, to be 
any Objection of their Faith, that in the ſhore 
Prayer of the Office, and Maſsof the blefled Sa- 
crament, they are all uſed at once. The Prayer 
is: Deus qui nobis ſub SACRAMENTO mirabili 
paſſionis tus MeMoRI Am reliquiſti : tribue quæ- 
fumus, ita nos corporis, & ſanguinis tui ſacra My- 
STERIA Venerari, ut redemptionis tua fructum 
in nobis jugiter ſentiamus. And when they de- 
ny the Euchariſt to be a Figure, it is only 
where there is Reaſon to apprehend, that Word 
is uſed to exclude Reality and Subſtance. In 
which Senſe the two Places, one of Origen, 
the other of Magnes cited by Mr. Jobnſon 
Page 154, and allowed by him to be genuine, 
deny the Euchariſt to be a Symbol and Type. 
The Words 'of Origen are: (Lit. g. Ap.) Origen: 
Chriſt faid not, this is a Symbol, but, this is [my] 
Body, clzarly or expreſly (Gr. deaſlinũs.) leſt any one 
ſhould think it a Type, Thoſe of Magnes are: Magnes. 
the Euchariſt is not a Type of the Body and Blood, 
as ſome Men defettive in their Underſtanding, 
have prated, but rather the Body and Blood. © | 
Upon theſe Words of Magnes Mr. Jonſon Mr.Johniqn's 
diſcourſes thus: He does not ſay the Eu- ***Pfcarion 
e chariſt is the very perſonal or ſubſtantial Bo- 9 
te dy and Blood of Chriſt, but rather the Bo- 
*« dy than bare Types: and ſo we mult in- 
« terpret Origen ; they are not Types as the 
«© Mapna, the Shew-bread, the Paſſover, the 
* Zewiſh/Sacrifices were, as the other Fathers 
cited before explain it; but if you call 
them Types, you muſt at the ſame Time 
* % acknowledge, that as to real Benefit and 
\ „Efficacy, they are the Things ſignified, as 
, F « well 
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-«« well as the Significators; juſt as an Exent- 
*« plification made according to Law, is as ef- 

fectual to be ſhewed or pleaded, as the 
„Original itſelf, It is a Copy, and yet more 
than a Copy, for it is in effect the very 
«« Record, or Letters- patent, the Words or 


„Meaning whereof it contains. It is a Co- | 
„ py, it was tranſcribed from the Original; it ; 
is not a Copy, for it cannot be ſet aſide in : 
40 8 as a Copy may. Page 154.” , 
r. Zohnſon ſeems much to infiſt upon this | 
Inſtance. He repeats it more than once; and ] 
particularly Page 229. where he adds indeed, : 
that it does not come up in all Reſpects to h 
the Nature of the Euchariſt, But we may a 
add, it not only does not come up to it, but 8 
makes what the Fathers ſay of the Euchariſt 1 
be abſurd to the laſt Degree, as in reality it b 
will every way be making them ſpeak moſt 5 
unreaſonably, if they be ſuppoſed to mean 
any Thing leſs, than that it is Chriſt's per ſonal A 
Body. 6 a 
An Exemplification may, if you pleaſe, be 4 
termed the Original as to the Effects and * 
5 Power, but it can never be inſiſted upon, and * 
A emphatically declared to be zeally the Origi- 7 
1 nal itſelf verily and indeed. It may be more ſes 
" than a meer Copy as to Law-evidence, but it 2 
Cl can be no more than a Copy in the Nature * 
5 of the Thing. And to pretend the Fathers 70 
believe the Euchariſt is no more truly the na- 75 
1 tural Body of Chriſt, than the Exemplifica- 7 
ö if tion is the very Original in the Nature of the Cl 
; Thing, is to make them ſay no more, than N. 
| | what the Sacramentarians will allow. For they 45 
4 will readily own, it is Chriſt's Body as much, _ 
i Mega 2:0 21. and : 
. — 
} 
od 


(/67.) 

and much more, than the Exemplification is 
the Original. * 

Let us ſuppoſe the Original and the Ex- 
emplification both placed at the Bar. Could 
a wiſe Judge take this lattet into his Hands, 
and holding it up in view ſolemnly pro- 
nounce, This is the Original? No certainly. 
He might ſay, this may be pleaded as law- 
fully as the very Original, but he could not 
inſiſt upon it; that it is the Original itſelf, 
And thus Chriſt might ſay, this is the Exem- 
plification of my Body, this may convey to 
you the Effects of my Body; but he could 
not ſay in Rigour of Truth, his is my Body, 
unleſs it were ſo in the true Nature of the 
Thing, and not only in Effect and Power, 
that very Thing which he gave with his om- 
nipotent Hand, and pronounced ſolemnly to 
be his Body, with that almighty Voice which 
makes, and changes Natures as he pleaſes. 

Let us ſuppoſe again the Judge ſhould 
over and over, and in twenty different Ways, 
with the moſt ſolemn Affirmations, declare 
the Exemplification is the Original, verily, 
indeed, in Truth, in Reality, made the Origi- 
nal itſelf, changed into it, tranſelemented into it, 
into that very Original, done by that very Perſon 
when the Will was firſt drawn ; if he ſhould 
explain how it was changed into the Origi- 
nal, by ſaying, it is as wonderfully changed in- 
to it, as Chriſt changed Water into Wine; and 
that although it appears to be quite a different 
Writing from the firſt original Draught, yet this 
Chanze, by which it is now the very Original, 
muſt be believed, however it ſeems Io contradict 
our Sight, and hard to be conceived ; becauſe it 


was called, and is made ſo, by him who is omni- 


F 2 potent 


Euchavift is ab- 


es: ( 68) os 
otent, &c. If, J fay, after all this the Tadg! 
ary in fine at length tell them : SE 
entlemen of the Fury, after all I don't mean it 
s the Original itjelf, bit ony in Power ; as ba- 
ving the Force of 1t, as to the Sipnification of the 
Words, and may be pleaded in Tum: would he 
not be thought a moſt egregious Trifler, and 
to have uſed a great many moſt abſurd and 
impertinent Expreſſions? And this is the Cafe 
of the Fathers, (who have uſed thoſe, and if 
oſfible, ſtronger Expreſſions) if they did not 
xlieve the Euchariſt is Chriſt's natural Body. 
The farther we advance; the more we ſhall 
$nd the incoherence of aſſerting the Eucha- 
riſt to be wy Thing leſs than Chriſt's per- 
fonal Body. Particularly from what Mr. John- 
fon ſays very juſtly in Page 160. I ſhall wil- 
lingly cite his Words at Jarge. 
„ Chriſt is indeed once or twice in Scrip- 
t ture called the Paſſover, the Manna, the 
« Rock, the Door, the Vine, the Way, Cc. 
«© But this does by no means prove, that the 
« euchariſtical Bread and Wine are no other- 
« wife his Body and Blood, than as the Paſſ- 
« over, the Manna, the Rock, the Door, 
e the Vine, the Way, are Jeſus Chriſt, For 
% none of theſe are any more than bare Types 
% and Metaphors ; nor dare any one fay, that 
« he who touched the Manna, or Paſfover 
« with unclean Hands, was guilty of theBo- 
« dy and Blood of Chriſt; or that he who 
e trod upon the Rock, trampled under Foot 
« the Son of God —— and therefore none 
« of theſe Types, or Metaphors have ever 
«© been uſed in the current Language of the 
„Church, to denote our Saviour, or his 
« Body and Blood, but at the ſame Time 
98 ſome 


{ 69 # 


&, ſome additional Words have been uſed to 
« ſhew the Meaning of them: whereas on 
the other Side the euchariſtical Elements 
«are uſuall y denoted in Scripture by the 
„Words of Body and Blood, without any 
« qualifying or abating Additions ; and this 
« Way of ſpeakipg deſcended from the Apo- 
« ſtles to the Church of the ſucceeding Ages.” 
What Mr. Johnſon ſays once of ſome Words 
of 1 I may ſay of theſe and ſeveral o- 
ther Places of this Book, O {i ic omnia But 
then T muſt add: O how incoherent is this! 
With what he ſays preſently after, that thoſe 
Phraſes of eating che Body of Chriſt, were 
familiar in the ancient Monuments of Chrilti- 
anity, when by the Body of Chriſt they meant 
only the Symbols, For if thoſe Phraſes of the 
By of Chriſt were uſed without any qualiſy- 
of apating Additions, why does he ſo qua- 
I . and abate them, as to make the Body not 
be the Body without Abatement,” bat be on- 
ly the Symbols, Is the Power ua Body the ve- 
15 Body itſelf, without any abating Additi- 
on? Is making th the Body only an Exemplifi- 
cation, ox repteſentative Body, no qualityin 
of the Word Body It qualifies 1 It 10 „that in 
ality it abates the Body quite away. O- 
1y Catholicks can fay, without any abatin 
Additions,” that the Euchariſt is Chriſt's Bo- 
dy. Conſequently the 2 * Language f the 
.Church- 64g for us alone. 


No lefs inconſiſtent”; is what preſently fol- Rea! Preſens 
lows at Page 161. in theſe Words: It is 
* true that the other Sacrament of Baptiſm is 
*a moſt efficacious Inſtitutiön, and the Water 
is commonly preſumed to "repreſent the 
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% Water is a Type of the bleſſed Spirit, the 
te third Perſon of the hol Trinity, I cannot 
t ſubſcribe to it. For there cannot proper- 
5% ly be a Type of a Thing preſent,” 
. Now if this be fo, it evidently follows, 
that he cannot conſiſtently hold that Chriſt's 
Body is properly preſent. For he holds, the 
Symbols are properly a Type of his Body. 
But, ſays he 8 0 there cannot be properly 
a Type of a Thing preſent: therefore the 
Body of Chriſt cannot, according to this, be 
preſent in the Euchariſt. | 
The Inconſiſtence will appear farther from 
what he immediately adds. © I ſuppoſe, 
* ſays he, all that believe Baptiſm to be ſome- 
* what more than waſhing away the Filth 
* of the Fleſh, and a meer federal Rite, muſt 
<< believe alſo, that the Holy Ghoſt is there 
*« preſent to perfect the Baptiſm ; I dare nat 
* affirm therefore, that the Dove at our Sa- 
** viour's Baptiſm was a Type of the Spirit, 
or that the mighty ruſhing Wind, and the 
t fiery Tongues were ſo; they were rather 
* Tokens and Indications of the Preſence of 
the diyine Spirit; and ſuch I take the bap- 
« tiſmal Water to be; not ſuch a Type or 
«« Sign as the brazen Serpent was of Chriſt 
* yet to come; but ſuch a Sign, as breathing 
eis of Life preſent.” | | 
Hence again it unevitably follows; that ej- 
ther the Symbols are not properly a Type of 
Chriſt's Body, or that his Body is not there 
preſent, Qn the other Hand it follows, that 
if they are Tokens of Chriſt's Body, as breath- 
ing is of Life now preſent, then Chriſt's Bo- 
dy is truly preſent, as Life is with breathing. 


And ſure Life is preſent, not only as the Ori. 


ginal 
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tral is in the Exemplification, but ſubſtantial- 
ly preſent, where there is actual breathing. 


oreover I can ſee nothing but trifling in the 


Difficulty he makes of giving the Name of 
Type to the Things which he allows to be 
dien, Tokens, and Indications, Let him look 
in any common Lexicon, and he will find Type 
may be rendered Figure, or Image; and con- 
ſequently that which is a Figure, or Sign, or 
Repreſentation of the Preſence of the Holy 
Ghoſt, may be a Type of it. And whereas 
all this verbal boggling at calling the Dove 
a Type of the Holy Ghoſt, is for frar there 
ſhould be a Type of a Thing preſent, there 
is in this no Manner of Difficulty at all. For 


Tent may repreſent himſelf as under. differenc 
Circumſtances? There is no more: Difficulty 


how eaſy is it to conceive, how a Perſon pre- 


in conceiving that Chriſt, or the Holy Ghoſt, _ 


may, by an exterior Sign, or Type, ſignity 


what they are actually and perſonally per- 
forming in an inviſible - myſterious Manner, 
than in our outwardly expreſſing, what we 
are inwardly thinking. In ſhort : whatever 
it is, which is more than meer Bread, and 
added by Conſecration, and called by Mr. 


Jobnſon the Body of Chriſt, that is inviſibly 
preſent under the Symbols, or Type of Bread 


and Wine. And therefore: he muſt own 
there may be a Type of a Thing preſent. 


No leſs inconſiſtent and weak is what fol- 
lows Page 162, where he ſays, The Rea- 
« fon why the Water of Baptiſm is never 
& called the Holy Spirit, as the Bread and 
„Wine are called the Body and Blood, is 
o becauſe it is not peculiar to Baptiſm, that 
«* the Holy Spirit is communicated thereby 
| F 4 3 


Why Mater in 
Baptiſm is not 
called the Ho- 


ly Ghoſt, 


(2) 


+ to the Receivers, if they be duly diſpoſed 


for the Reception of it; for the other two 
« evangelical Ordinancies {the Euchariſt and 
5+ Confirmation] are attended with the fame 
«© Benefit; whereas, on the other Hand, it is 
< peculiar: to the Euchariſt, that the Body 
And Blood of Chriſt are there received.“ 
Whether it is peculiar to one only Sacra- 
ment, or common to others alſo, that the 
Holy Ghoſt is thereby communicated, is evi- 
dently nothing to the preſent Purpoſe. For 
if Chriſt's being in the Euchariſt in Power 
and Efficacy, be ſufficient to make the Bread 
be called his Body; the Holy Ghoſt _ 
received in Baptiſm, and being there at lea 
in Power. and Hfficacy, muſt be alfo ſufficient 
Reaſon for calling the Water the Holy Ghoſt. 
ut indeed, unleſs Chrilt's Body be truly and 
iterally in the Euchariſt, it cannot be truly, 
and abſolutely, and without any abating Ad- 
2 called ſo in the current, and poſitive 


uage of the ancient Church. The true 


Reaſon therefore why. the Water in Baptiſm 
is not, and cannot abſolutely, and properly, 
in the current Language of the Church, be 
called the Holy Ghoſt; is becauſe the Wa- 
ter, though 4 mot efficacious Sten, and not à 
meer empty Type of the Holy Spirit, yet 
is ſtill natura Water in 'Subſtance ; wikereas 
the Bread is ſubſtantially changed into the 
Body of Chriſt. 


We have ſeen; Mr. Johnſon already inconſi- 


E in ſeveral Things with the Church of 


England: and I might here take Notice, that 
whereas that Church does, as 1 apprehend, 
commonly own, but two proper Sacraments, 
he here acknowledges C onfirmatidn_to_be as 

properly 
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properly a Sacrament, as Baptiſm, and the 
Euchariſt, And ſure I am the Calviniſts, and 
many others of the Proteſtants, with whom 
the Church of England pretends to be in 
Communion, deny it to be an evangelical 
Ordinance. But mentioning this only in paſ- 
ſing, 2 | 

. [ am now to ſhew that Mr. 7obx/on, from 
the next Paragraph, or Article, Page 164. 
under this Title, be Aucitms believed the 
Types to be the very Body and Blood, though 
he adds, in ſome Senſe (which by the by is 
an abatins Aaditim, and therefore contrary to 
what we have heard him advance) yet proves 
effectually to our Hands, that the Fathers 
believed the Symbols to be changed by divine 
Power into the very and true Body of Chriſt, 
and we ſha}l fee again, that hy the very true 
Bady, they — ſubſtantial Body. 


* 


c 


SECT. 


TEST "IT. 4 
Fanſalſtantiation proved from Anti- i 
| guity quoted by Mr, Johnſon. | ö 


Fathers teach JT" the precedent Page 16 3. he had told 


a 
b 

© — us, ak 4 the Bread and Wine in the Do- 0 
— ctrine of the Fathers are by divine Power made, U 
not only Types, but ſuch Types as are Ima- 8 

ges perfettly to the Life, and the very Body. To n 

this purpoſe , he cites the Iconoclaſt Synod, ſ 

calling the Euchariſt tbe unerring Image of bis d 

natural Fleſh. Now although the Fathers tl 

teach, it may in ſeveral Reſpects be called an 7 

Image; yet they are owned to teach it is ſuch I 

an unerring Image, that it is alſo the very Bo- C 

dy. Hence we may put this Syllogiſm, and U 

defy Mr. Jobnſon's Logick again to anſwer 7 

it: the Fathers teach it is the very Body, tl 

whereof it is the Image: but it is the Image ( 

of his natural Body: therefore it is his very Hl 

natural Body. Z 


Second S Nay, that very. miſerable Synod of Conſtan- / 
of Conſtanti- tinople, either contradicts itſelf (as Hereticks C 
nople. generally do) or holds the Euchariſt to be the of 
very natural Body. For they prohibit ma- F 
king, and worſhipping other Images, as Ido- 
latry 3 at the ſame Time, they allow the Eu- d 


chariſt may be made, and worſhipped as the fo 
unerring Image of Chriſt's Body. Conſequent- 11 
ly by «nerring Image, they mean Chriſt in th 


Perſon, £1 
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Perſon. Otherwiſe the Image of his mo (if 
it were not his perſonal Body at the ſame 
Time) could no more be made, and worſhipped 
without Idolatry, than other Images. 

But let us ſee what the Fathers ſay, Page 
164. & ſeq. directly of a ſubſtantial Change in 
ſeveral of the following Citations: the firſt is 
Theodorite : but the Place has been alread 


conſidered, The ſecond is St. Cyril of Aft As el 


andria, where he affirms, that Chriſt is in ns 
by his own Body — it is the all-quickening Words 
own Body — truly made the own Fleſh of him, 
who, for our Sakes, became, and was called byth 
Son, and Man, (Lit, e. Ap.) what Words tan 
more clearly denote Chriſt's natural and per- 


ſonal Body? The third is St. Chry/oftom. Nor St. Chryſo- 


do I wonder that Mr. Jobnſon ſays, Page 164. ſtom. 
this Saint will be thought rather to ſay too W 

than too little. For to omit other Places no 
Teſs clear, he here affirms as plainly as Words 
can ſpeak, that the Euchariſt is that Body 
which the Jews murdered — not only as to our 
Faith, but in Reality,” (Lit. u. Ap.) Again, 
that it is that Body, which they rent with Nails, 
(Lit. b. Ap.) tbat which is in the Cup, flowed 


from Chriſt*s Side, (Lit. f. Ap.) the Spotleſs pure 


Body, which was ſo converſant with the divine 
Nature, by which we are, and live, by which the 
Gates of Hell were broken down, and the Doors 
of Heaven opened, (Lit. 1. Ap.) If theſe Ex- 
3 do not mean his perſonal Body, 

en ſpeak in vain, and are never to be un- 


derſtood. St. Auſtin is the fourth. Mr. Jobn- st. Auſtin, 
ſon here tells us, he ſays the ſame Thing : As 


indeed he does, affirming the Euchariſt to be 
the Verity of that Body, which is the only Sa. 


erifice for our Sins, (Lit. n. Ap.) and of which 
the 


(626 


the Pſajm ſays, g Body haſt (hon prepared mo- 5 
2 r. Ap.) 7 5 moſt Reon his na- Fo 
. * | [Nag Ms ; 

I muſt leave again to own, that I know | Bu 

not how to account for r Man's Sincerity, Z 
who will deny that theſe, and the like Ex- * 
Preſſions, are more like the Language of Ca- 4 
tholicks, than of any others. Accordingly 8 
P very well rceive Why Mr, Johnſoan ſays, bo 
— Page 165. that St. Gregory Milen ſpeaks more 
yſſen. than enough to this purpoſe : but then he might — 
ſay the ſame of all the Fathers, who hay J 
left any conſiderable Paſſages of the Fache ag 
St. Gregory's Words are Where he enquires = 
(Lit. 4. Ap.) dw it is poſſible, that one Body _ 

- of pur Lord, perpetually ditribyted to ſo many wn 
Myriaas-of Believers throughout the World, 1 me 
entirely in every Portion, and yet remains entire — 
in itſelf Now what tolerable Senſe is the he 
in making this a vaſt Difficulty, if he Gig Ch 
not believe Tranſubſtandiation ? ' Whoever 
thought of making it a mighty Difficulty fin 
how the Holy Ghoſt could he received a 7 
Pentecoſt by ſo many, and yet remain entire: 1 " 
How a, Body can be received in Subſtance, * 
and yet remain entire, is indeed hard to con- he 
Ceive. Let in this, and the other Fathers of 
Doctrine, it is to be believed, by thoſe. who cha 
believe Chriſt's Words, and his. almighty el 
Power. But how a Body, which is not a Bo- mo 
dy, in real Subſtance, but in a meer ſpiritual fug, 
Pawer aud Energy, can be communicated to — 2 
many, and yet remain entire, is no wonder obf 
at all. The Power may be as wonderful as — 
You pleaſe, but the remaining ſtill entire, is mb 
nothing like a Wonder, © | 4 


Mr. Jobn. 


() 
- Mr. Job»/on adds, that St. Gregory declures 
his Belief in theſe Words alſo: the Bread /an- 
tified by the Word 'of God is changed into the 
Body of God the Word, — hanging the Nature 
ef the viſible Wings into that Body. (See Mr. 
Fobnjon"'s Appendix, where the Saint is too 
clear to be explained.) 
As St. Ephrem cited juſt before, bidding 5, Ephrzm, 
us partake of the ſpotleſs Body and Blood of Chriſt, 
being aſſured, that by a perfect Faith you eat the 
entire Lamb, (Lit. c. Ap.) muſt be under- 
ſtood in the fame Senſe, both becauſe cited as 
agreeing with St. Gregory, and becauſe, I muſt 
have leave to ſay, it is Nonſenſe to make a 
hard Myſtery of Faith how a Body can be en- 
tire, while received by many, if he means 
not a ſubſtantial Body; ſo we ſhall hereafter 
conſider the Citation of St. Ambroſe, and ſee 
he ſpeaks no leſs clearly of a ſubſtantial 
Change. -- 3 
He then quotes St. Hilary (omitting ſome, 5. Hihry. 
ſince I am not at Leiſure, nor is there any 
need of taking notice of every Citation) as 
ſpeaking home to the Purpoſe in theſe Words, 
it is the true Fleſh and Blood, (Lit. a.) nay, | 
P "the very Nature Cbriſt's Fleſh : — St. Cyril St. Cyril of 
| of Feruſalem , telling us, that as Chriſt Jeruflem. 
changed Water into Wine at Cana, we muſt 
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A believe that he changed Wine into Blood, and, 
4 "mult not determine the Matter by tdfte "which 
| 7 ſuggeſts, that it is common Bread, but Believe it 
is Chriſt's Body. — Mr. Zohnſon might have 
x obſerved St. Cyril exprefly ſays; not only that 
it is not common Bread, but that what ſeems 
to be Bread is no langer Bread, though the Senſes 
A pronounce it Bread, which excludes the Sub- 
| "ſtance of Bread. For, as far as the Senſes en 
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be ſaid to judge, they judge only of the natu- 
ral Subſtances being with their natural Qua- 
lities; but are not Judges of what ſpiritual 
Power may be joined to the outward Appear- 
ance of Bread. And thereſore to ſay we muſt 
believe it is not Bread, is to ſay we muſt not 
believe the Subſtance of Bread remains. And 
I have read in a credible Author, that St. Cy- 
ri] being read in a publick Market-Place be- 
fore many hundred Proteſtants, they unani- 
mouſly owned he ſpoke clearly for us. | 
To theſe Mr. Johnſon adds others, whom 
I omit, and will only ſay as he does of St. 
Cyprian, that they ſpeak in the ſame Strain : 
which I muſt have leave to ſay is a perpetual 
Strain of Jargon and Impertinence, if they 
did not believe it to be Chriſt's perſonal Bo- 
dy. And as Mr. Johnſon owns, Page 168. 
Se. Ignatius that the Words of St. Inatius which I have S 


4. 
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49. placed in the Title Page of theſe Remarks, = 
_ -.- declare the Euchariſt was believed in thoſe F 
early Days to be the Body of Chriſt which ſuf- of 

fered and roſe again, ſo he muſt equally own 8 

the ſame of the other Fathers. And pray, 

what Body (for I cannot aſk the Queſtion too A 

- often) what Body of Chriſt ſuffered and roſe hi: 

again, but his natural, perſonal, fubſtantial his 

Body? And as Mr. Jobnſon, Page 170, 171. Jul 

Excharifi is complains that Dr. Whitby and others melt F a 
pony tbe down the Words of Chriſt into meer Tropes — 
ent. and F igures; and that when they ſay, the Eu- Juc 
chariſt may be ſaid, may be ſtyled the Body of Le 

Chriſt, they intimate, that it is ſo in a very re- it, 

. mote and improper Senſe, only ſo as to bring our Pa; 

. Saviour off from being guilty of an Abſurdity ; - 


ſo I may complain of him, that he melts them 
down ig low, that they may, ſays he, in ſome 
_ good ſay: 


— 


* * * 
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gen Senſe be aſſerted to be the Body of Chriſt, 
For, in fine, it the Euchariſt is not his natu- 
ral Body, it may in @ remote improper Senſe be 
ſtyled his Body; but not properly and truly, 
nor without other qualifying or abating Words. 
Whereas, ſays he, our Saviour added no ſuch 
abating Words, He adds, the ancients did 
not thus expound away the Senſe, by abating 
Words; and joins theſe ſolemn Words; and 
let my Soul be with theirs. And I muſt have 
leave again to ſay; they did not with abating 
Additions exclude, but clearly expreſſed the 
natural Body, not in Efficacy only, but in 
Reality and Truth, the very Body which ſut- 
fered, and roſe again; and let my Soul be with 
theirs. | 
I muſt farther ſay, that if he wiſhes his Church of Eng- 

Soul, to be with theirs, he muſt ceaſe to be land fails in 
in Communion with the Church of England. Fundamentals 
For, Page 173. he plainly owns the Church 
of England's preſent prevailing Notion is a- 
| 70 the Sent of Antiquity, concerning the 

reſence of Chriſt's Body in the Euchariſt, 
And certainly if the unfortunate Prejudice of 
his Education in that Church, had not warped 
his Jugdment, he could no longer deny Tran- 
ſubſtantiation to be the plain Senſe. of the 
Fathers. | 
Nor could any Thing, but that fatal Pre- ohh from 
judice, make a Man of his Judgment and S. Chryſo- 
Learning uſe ſo weak an Argument againſt ſtom af. 
it, as he pretends to draw from St. Chryſeſtom, bad 
Page 173. the Saint's Words are; what is 
the Bread, ſays the Apoſtle, the Body of Chriſt. 
What are the Partaters? The Body of Chriſt ; 
not many Bodies, but one Body, Theſe Words, 
ſays Mr. Jobnſon, are deciſive againſt the * 

7 as | 
* 


* 95 : 
St. Gregory 


Nazianzen. 


. Chry/oſtom is underſtood by Mr. Jobnſon Page 
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of Rome, ot only in making Bread the Body 
of Chriſt, but kkewiſe in making the ſacramen- 
tal Body conſiſt of the Members, as well as of 
the Head. But, pray Sir; is the Euchariſt 
no otherwiſe Chrilt's Body, than it is all the 
Faithful; It is only figuratively, metaphori- 
cally, and tropically the Members of Chriſt's 
Church: and is it only thus Chriſt's Body? 
ſo, this Place, I am ſure, is deciſive againſt 
Mr. Fohnfon, and all the Myftery is melted 
away into a meer Trope; As to the Saint's 
making Bread the Body, it is clear he does 
not makeBread remaining Bread, to be Chriſt's 
Body, but Bread conſecrated and changed, to 
be his very ſubſtantial Body. For it is in this 
very Homily he told us what was cited a lit- 
tle above, that in the conſecrated Cup, is ibat 
which flowed from his Side, and that, it is his 
Fleſh naturally being the fame with ours (rl 
dc oxoxms Ge goa 'F tavilws. &c.) but free 
from Sin; that it is the Body of God above all 
( oaus Y in} trdiſon geg) which converſed with 
(or was united to) the divine Nature, &c. 
Tell me any clearer Words to expreſs Chriſt's 
perſonal Body, And again, as cited Page 
184, that, the Body which was in the Manger, 
is on'the Altar, &c. (Lit. m. Ap.) ä 

It is only from the ſame Prejudice of Edu- 
cation, that one can account for the ſtrange 
Explication he gives to the Places cited Page 
186. from Fulius Firmicus, and St. Gregory 
Nazianzen. This Saint tells us, that -by. tbe 
unbloody Sacrifice we communicate of the. Paſſion. 
of Chriſt. And I ſuppoſe the Paſſion of Chyi 
is here to be underſtood, as his Death ifi St. 


151, for hiseffu/ed-Blood, The ſame St. 
„ | * gory 


a. de do edt ith. . Tr. 


— 4. —w= a, wy * * 


(81) 

gory calls the Altar, the Table which receives 

God. (Lit. g. Ap.) Now can any . be 

more ſurprizing, than to hear Mr. Jabnſon 
hereupon tell us, that by the Divinity we are Chriſt's divine 
not to underſtand the divine Nature of Chriſt © Nature is in 
What, is not the divine Nature inſeparable the Euchariſt 
from Chriſt ? If therefore we receive Chriſt, 

in that ſame Senſe, we receive his divine Na- 

ture. Now we receive Chriſt, and his Body, 

without any abating Terms, as we have ſeen. 
Conſequently we abſolutely receive his divine 

Nature. And wherever God is, there is the 

divine Nature. If then the Altar receives 

God, it receives the divine Nature, 

But, ſays Mr. Jobaſon, it does not ap- 

e pear, that the ancient Church thought the 

«« Believers received the divine Nature of 

« Chriſt in any Senſe, but only as the Union 

e betwixt Chriſt and his Church, is by means 

of the holy Spirit's Preſence in the Sacra- 

<« ments.” Now this Union again is only 
metaphorically in the Sacraments. And is 

Chriſt in no other Senſe in the Euchariſt ? 

Again: whatever does import (and we have 
ſeen how plainly the Expreſſions of the Fa- 


thers do import it) that we receive Chriſt, 


does alſo import his divine Nature. How 
often do they ſay, how many different Ways, 
we receive Chriſt himſelf ? And Chriſt himſelf 
is evidently a divine Perſon, inſeparable from 
the divine Nature. A Sacramentarian may 
pretend, we only receive the divine Nature 

Chriſt in the Euchariſt, as it is the Union 
of Chriſt, and the Faithful. But how this 
Author can ſay it, I cannot at all compre- 
hend: for, as I ſaid, it is that Union only fi- 


guratively. 
G In 
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In the ſame Manner it is not © intelligible; 
how he = pretend, that Julius Nirmicus, 
when he fays, Chrift delivered to bis Diſciples 
the Saban of Majeſty (Ap. p. 17) does not 
mean Chriſt's divine Nature. The Subſtance 
of Majeſty are the ſtrongeſt Terms that can 
be uſed to expreſs the divine Nature; and I 
have already repeated it; as truly as the Eu- a 
chariſt 1 is Chriſt, and Chriſt is God, ſo truly 1 
it is the divine Nature. And what Mr. Jobn- 1 
. Ambroſe. in, Page 186. produces from St Ambroſe, to ] 
confirm the Senſe he gives to St. Gregory, and t 
to Firmicus, evidently refutes it, and proves 
that we receive Chriſt's divine Nature. Mr. t 
Jobnſon interprets St. Ambroſe, as if he ſaid, ſ 
the Body of he divine Spirit: but this is not e 
a fair Tranſlation. The Saint ſays, the Bo- 1 
dy of à divine Spirit, and plainly means D 
Chriſt's perſonal Spirit, and not the & irit * 


Which is the third Perſon of the moſt bleſſed 7 

Trinity. This appears in the original Words, LE 

Eucharif how (Lit. x. Ap.) In illo ſacramento Chriſtus eft, quia (1 
ſpiritual Food. corpus eft Chriſti ; non ergo corporalis eſca, ſed 1 
ſpiritalis eſt — corpus enim Dei, corpus ſpiritale m 

. Corpus Cbriſti corpus eſt divini Hirilus, tu 

quia ſpiritas-eſt Chriſtus. m 

Mr. Jobnſon quoring theſe Words, P. 185, on 

fays, St. Ambroſe's Argument proceeds thus : 2 

the ſacramental Body of Chriſt muſt be a ſpiri- au 

tual Body, becauſe bis natural Body is ſo, Hence W 

it follows, that his ſacramental Body is at the Is 

fame Time his natural Body ; or, in other Bo, 

Terms, that his natural Body is in the Sacra- be 

ment. The Saint's Argument proceeds thus ; all, 

where Chriſt's Body i is, there Chriſt is; and h 

therefore ſince Chriſt is a Spirit, his Body me 

wherever it truly 1 is, is not a meer Body, or ing 


a dead 
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4 dead corporeal Thing, but animated by 
Chriſt's perſonal Spirit; and confequently 1s 
not a meer dead, and corporeal Food, but a 
ſpiritual Food, as animated by the Soul, and 
united to the Perſon of Chriſt, who is a Spi - 
rit, as to his divine Perſon. , 

This not only ſnews Mr. Jobnſon's Miſtake 
in the preſent Point, but is alſo a proper 
Reply to Sacramentarians, who would infer 
from ſuch Places of the Fathers, as call the 
Euchariſt ſpiritual Food, that it is not Chriſt's 
true Body. 

We may alſo obſerve, that as Mr. Jobnſon 
has nothing determinate and fixt in his Sy- 
ſtem of the Euchariſt, and 1s inconſiſtent at 
every Turn, ſo he allows, Page 189, St. Je- 
nus may be underſtood to mean the divine 
Nature of Chriſt is in the Cup. The Saint's 
Words are : when the mixt Cup and the natu- 
ral Bread recerve the Word of God, it becomes 
the Eucharift of 'the Body, and Blood of Chriſt, 
(Lit. g. Ap.) He allows, I fay, that St. Ire- 
neus by the Words, receives the Word of God, 
may be ſuppoſed to mean Chrift's divine Na- 
ture. He adds indeed, that ſuppoſing he 
meant Chriſt's divine Nature, the Senſe will 
only be, that by having the holy Spirit in the 


authentick - Repreſentative the Holy Spirit is. 
What a ſtrange Confuſion of Notions is here ? 
Is all that the Fathers mean by ſaying Chrif#s 
Body, Chriſt s divine Nature, Chriſt himſelf, 
be who ſuffered, &c. in the Euchariſt; is it 


all, I fay, come only to this, that the Holy 
Ghoſt is there? If this be ſo, and if in Places 
mentioning Chriſt in the Euchariſt, and ſay- 


ing the Euchariſt is the Body of a Spirit, and 
G 2 a ſpi⸗ 


The Holy Ghoſt 
how in the Eu- 


Euchariſt," we have in effeft the L.ogos, whoſe charif. 
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a ſpiritual Body, we muſt only underſtand 
the third Perſon of the bleſſed Trinity to be 
there, as the authentick Repreſentative of 
Chriſt, the Euchariſt ſhould rather be called 
the Body of the Holy Ghoſt, than the Body of 
Chriſt; which is unheard of Language in the 
Church; and the Euchariſt will be ſo far from 
being properly, and indeed Chriſt's very Bo- 
dy, that it will only be a Repreſentative of 
the Repreſentative of Chriſt. For thus it 
will only be a Repreſentative of the Holy 
Ghoſt ; who is a Repreſentative of Chriſt. 

It is granted, there is in the Myſtery of the 
Trinity what divines call Circuminſeſſio, by 
which the divine Perſons are in each other, as 
Chriſt ſays, he is in his Father, and his Father 
1s in him. But as, notwithſtanding this, it is 
-not allowable to ſay, that the Father, or the 
Holy Ghoſt ſuffered on the Croſs ; or that 
the Body of Chriſt was the Body of the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt; ſo it is not allowable to ſay, that 
in the Euchariſt the Body of Chriſt is the Bo- 
dy of the Holy Ghoſt. And to talk at this 
rate is perfectly confounding the Myſtery , 
and ſtrangely untheological. And although 
the Holy Ghoſt was ever with Chriſt, and 
particularly operated in making the natural 
Body, he took of the bleſſed Virgin, and does 
alſo operate in making the Symbols become 
the Body of Chriſt in the Euchariſt, yet it is 
properly only. Chriſt's Body, and the Perſon 
of Chriſt. But I need not inſiſt longer on ſo 
groſs Miſtakes, and Errors. 

And now omitting the Citations brought, 
Page 186, and 187, from Gelaſius, and St. A- 


thanaſius (to be anſwered hereafter) and ſeve- 


ral Things he advances, partly right, and 
8 1 partly 


— — — 


— — 9 (0d © 


„ i M4 i. 


(85) 
tly wrong, of the Holy Ghoſt, making the 
ymbols the Body, and Blood of Chriſt, I ſhall 
. to conſider what he ſays, Page 192, 
{it of the Conſecration. 


e obſerves, that the Greek Liturgics con- of Conſtcra- 
tain a Prayer for the Deſcent of the Holy ion. 


Ghoſt. But then he is much out in repeat- 
ing his Miſtake made in his Preface, that here 
is nothing of this kind now in the Roman Church. 
Still worſe miſtaken when he adds, the Rea- 
ſon of it to be, becauſe if ſuch a Prayer is in- 
conſiſtent with our Notions, that the Conſe- 
cration is finiſhed by the Words of Inſti- 
tution. 

If Mr. Jobnſon had read catholick Writers 
more than he is willing we ſhould believe he 
has, it had been eaſy for him to avoid this, 
and many other groſs Miſtakes Bellarmin 
de Euch. lib. 4. cap. 14. anſwers this Objection 
fully, and nothing is more common among 
our Divines on this Subject. I ſhall content 
myſelf with theſe two Remarks: 1. That in 
ſeveral Places of the Maſs-Book, the bleſſed 
Trinity, and particularly the Holy Ghoſt is 
invoked to ſanctiſy, to give a Saniion, to bleſs, 
to give a Benedicton, and Conſecration to the 
Offering. 2. That the ancient Liturgies and 


Fathers believed the Euchariſt to be the Bo- 


dy, and Blood of Chriſt, immediately upon 
pronouncing the Words of Inſtitution. The 
firſt of theſe Remarks any one may readily 
meet with ſufficiently cleared upon opening 
the Miſſal; and Mr. Jobnſon himſelf ſays, 
Page 237, that all the Latin Liturgies all agree 
in praying for the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt 
upon the Oblation. The ſecond I prove, 


(86 

1. Becauſe the Council of Horenre was ſub- 
ſcribed to in this very Point, by both the 
Latins and Greeks 3 and this Confent muſt be 
a very forcible Proof of ancient Tradition 
and Belief, and ſufficient to over-rule the O- 
pinion of any private Men to the contrary. 
2. St. Ambroſe, and St. Cbryſaſtom, even as 
cited by Mr. Fohnſon, Page 234, expreſly 
affirm the Words of Inſtitution, make the 
Euchariſt the Body of Chriſt. And the Greeks, 
before the Prayer objected, do to this Day, 
as I myſelf have-been Eye-witneſs, hold up 
the Hoſt to be adored : which clearly ſhews 
they believe it is already the Body of Chriſt; 
and they confirm this their Belief, by their 
anſwering Amen: (immediately after the ſhew. 
ing it to the People to be adored) which 
Amen, as Mr. Johnſon proves at large, Page 
230, was uſed anciently as an Affirmation of 
it's being truly Chriſt's Body, 

And hence it is manifeſt; that when St. Cle- 
ment's Liturgy , or others, after the Words 


of Inſtitution pray, that the Holy Spirit 


may deſcend, and make the Bread the' Body of 
Chrift, they do not, by Bread, mean, that it 
is not yet Chriſt's Body 3 but they beg, that 
the conſecrated Bread, may be to the Receivers 
his ſacred Body. As if they ſaid: make this 
heavenly conſecrated Bread be to us in its 
life-giving Efficacy, as it is in Reality, Chriſt's 
Body, and not our Condemnation. And the 
Church of Rome is ſo fully fatisfied, that this 
is the meaning of the ancient Liturgies, that 
it ſtill allows them to be uſed. | 
In St. Clement's Liturgy, this appears to 
be the Meaning, by the Words added in the 
ſame Period, make this Bread the Body of 
your 
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your Chriſt, 1% the End that, (for this is the 
proper Senſe of the Greek h ihe Partakers 
may be confirmed in Piety, may obtain Remi. 
fion of their Sins — made worthy of thy Chriſt, 
and obtain eternal Life. (Lit. c. Ap.) Nor 
is this leſs clear in St. Chry/oſtom's: Words, 
cited by Mr, Jabmſon, Page 239. The Prieſt 
ftands bringing down, not Fire, but the Holy 
Cb; and makes an ample Supplication, not 
that a Torch let dawn from above, may con- 
Jume the Gifts, hut that Grace lighting an; the 
Sacrifice, may by that (Sacrifice) enflame the 
Hearts of all. (Lib. de Sacerd.) (Lit. h. Ap.) 
Here he plainly ſhews, that the Invocation 
ſpoken of, does not regard the making the 
Bread be Chriſt's Body, but reſpects it's being 
made ſo to the Partakers. 

What I have now faid in ſhort ſhews Mr. 
Jobnſon's Miſtake, in ſaying, Page 243, that 
this Explication of making it i us Chriſt's 
Body, ts without all Foundation in the Litur- 
gies themſelves, For it appears to be fully 
grounded, both in Liturgies and Fathers, 
And if it were requiſite, I could give farther 
Proofs of it, even from him, as he general- 
ly —_—_ himſelf, where he oppoſes Catho- 
icks. | * 

In a Word, it is clear, that the Latin 
Church, ſeveral of the ancient Greeks too, and 
particularly St. Chry/oſftom, affirm the Conſe- 
cration is made by the Words of Inſtituti- 
on. Now, as Beſſarion very well obſerves in 
his Treatiſe on this Subject, anſwering Ca- 
baſilas, and Mark of Epheſus, it is incredible, 
that God ſhould ſo abandon his Church, as 
to leave it in an Error in the eſſential Form 


of the greateſt Point of divine Worſhip ; or 
G 4 that 
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that St. Cbryſoſtom in his Homilies, and Book 
of Prieſthood , ſhould be inconſiſtent with 
himſelf in his Liturgy. Even Eraſmus, who 
is ſo apt to be much too bold in his Opini- 
ons, ſpeaking of the Words of Conſecration, 
in his Annotations on 1 Cor. xi. concludes, 
that whatever doubt we might have in this 
Point, muſt be determined by the Judgment, 
and Authority of the Church. In omnibus ac- 
cedendum eft judicio Ecclefiae, &c. 

Paſſing over ſeveral other Places, wherein 
he is inconſiſtent in ſome Things, and right in 
others, (ſince it is not within my Leiſure nor 
Deſign, to obſerve upon all he ſays) I haſten 
to the Places, where he directly argues againſt 
Tranfubſtantiation. TIT; 


; bicor!! oper. 


SECT. V. 


Mr. Johnſon's direct Arguments anſwer- 
ed, and Tranſubſtantiation further 
proved. 


E begins, Page 212, with owning, that 4xcients 
the ancient Church of the four firſt Cen- or Tran/ubſtax- 
turies expreſſed their Thoughts of the Realz- arion. 


ty of Chriſt s Body in the Sacrament, oftentimes 
in very ſtrong, and lofty Expreſſions. ' And we 
may juſtly add, that moſt of thoſe ſtrong, and 


lofty Expreſſions would be perfect Abſurdi- 


ty and Nonſenſe, if they did not believe 
Tranſubſtantiation. To uſe ſtrong, and lofty 
Expreſſions of the Reality of a Body, and mean 
only the Repreſentation ; to tell us perpetually 
that Chriſt himſelf is preſent, and mean only 
he is repreſented, to ſay it is himſelf, and by 
himſelf, to mean not himſelf, but his Subſti- 
tute; and by indeed to mean only. in Power; 
by verily, to mean, not the very Body, but an- 
other Thing in its Place; is juſt as i you ſhould 
tell us; the King himſelf, his very elf, is 
now actually, indeed, verily, truly, abſolute- 
ly himſelf, without any abating Words, moſt 
undoubtedly in Ireland, the very ſame King 
who came from Hanover, &c. and after all you 
ſhould ſay, by all this I only mean his De- 


puty, If you ſhould talk at this rate, what 


tend 


would People think of you? and if you pre- 
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that St. Chry/oſtom in his Homilies, and Book 
of Prieſthood , ſhould be inconſiſtent with 
himſelf in his Liturgy, Even Eraſmus, who 
is ſo apt to be much too bold in his Opini- 
ons, ſpeaking of the Words of Conſecration, 
in his Annotations on 1 Cor. xi. concludes, 
that whatever doubt we might have in this 
Point, muſt be determined by the Judgment, 
and Authority of the Church. In omnibus ac- 
cedendum eſt judicio Ecclefiae, &c. 

Paſſing over ſeveral other Places, wherein 
he is inconſiſtent in ſome Things, and right in 
others, (ſince it is not within my Leiſure nor 
Deſign, to obſerve upon all he ſays) J haſten 
to the Places, where he directly argues againſt 
Tranfubſtantiation. 2 
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Mr. Johnſon's direct Arguments anſwer- 
ed, and Tranſubſtantiation further 


proved. 


E begins, Page 212, with owning, that Ancients clear 
the ancient Church of the four firſt Cen- for Tranſubſtax- 
turies expreſſed their Thoughts of the Reali- Hen. 


ty of Chriſts Body in the Sacrament, oftentimes 
in very ſtrong, and lofty Expreſſions. And we 
may juſtly add, that moſt of thoſe ſtrong, and 


lofty * would be perfect Abſurdi- 


ty and Nonſenſe, if they did not believe 
Tranſubſtantiation. To uſe ſtrong, and lofty 
Expreſſions of the Reality of a Body, and mean 
only the Repreſentation ; to tell us perpetually 
that Chriſt himſelf is preſent, and mean only 
he is repreſented, to ſay it is himſelf, and by 
himſelf, to mean not himſelf, but his Subſti- 
tute; and by indeed to mean only. in Power ; 
by verily, to mean, not the very Body, but an- 
other Thing in its Place; is juſt as i you ſhould 
tell us; the King himſelf, his very ſelf, is 
now actually, indeed, verily, truly, abſolute- 
ly himſelf, without any abating Words, moſt 
undoubtedly in Ireland, the very ſame King 
who came from Hanover, &c. and after all you 
ſhould ſay, by all this I only mean his De- 


puty, If you ſhould talk at this rate, what 


would People think of you? and if you pre- 


tend 
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tend there is not a Parity in theſe Caſes, be- 

cauſe Chriſt is more particularly in the Eucha- 

rift, than King George is in Ireland by his De- 

puty ; yet the Parity ſtill ſhews the Abſurdi- 

ty of thus explaining the Fathers. For till 

in your Opinion, however particularly Chriſt 

is there, he is abſolutely —_— and not 

there, and all thoſe lofty Expreſſions, of his 

being there, are abſolutely ſpeaking falfe, and 

impertinent to the laſt Degree. 

Real Body But, ſays Mr. Jobhnſon, (Ibid.) they called 
CON = it Bread after Conſecration, and ſometimes a 
Body, the ſame Figure and T'ype. I have already obſcryed 
Thing, theextreme Weakneſs of this Inference, Now 
I will add, that it is but ſometimes they call it 

ſo, whereas they conſtantly, at the ſame Time, 

call it his Body. And ſure what is ſome- 

times ſaid, muſt be explained by what is al- 

ways faid, and not on the contrary, all to 

be explained by ſome. And I muſt repeat a- 

gain, that it is very evident, that Type, and 

Subſtance may as well conſiſt together, as Type, 

and Reality: yes: this is as evident as Words 

can be; for no Words can be clearer than 

that the Reality of a Subſtance, is the Sub- 
ſtance 1tſelf, And whoever, by the Reality of 

a Subſtance, or the very Body, does not mean 

the Subſtance itſelf, ſpeaks notonly improper- 

ly, but entirely confounds both Notions, and 

Words. Now he has been telling us, that it is 

the Reality of Chriſt's Body, that the Fathers 

ſpeak in ftrong, and lofry Expreſſions, and 

without any abating Words; on the other 

Hand he often fays, it is a Repreſentative 

which does not come up to the Original. How 

can theſe Things agree? If the Reality of the 

true and very Thing ilſelf, is not the mY 4 

| elf, 
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ſelf, we muſt have new Languages framed, 
or never think of being underſtood. In a 
Word : either the Euchariſt is the Original 
itſelf, or it is not. If it is, Catholicks are in 
the right: if it is not, what Senſe, or what 
Sincerity can there be in the general Language 
of the Fathers? 

He then proceeds to tell us, the Opinion 
of Sacramentarians, Calviniſts, and Lutherans, 
is worſe, and Jeſs tenable than that of Catho- 
licks, Page 213. Whereupon (beſides, that 
we ſhall farther ſee, his Opinion is rather ſtill 
leſs tenable) one cannot but remark a ſtrange, 
and unaccountable Blindneſs in ſo learned a 
Man. For then he muſt ſay, that all the 
Chriſtian World, except the few, (and they 
are extremely few) who hold with him, is in 
groſs Errors in this neceſſary Article. For 
he calls it again @ neceſſary Point of Faith, 
Page 228. Now, what Notion can that Man 
have of Chriſt's Church, who can believe it 
thus permitted to fall into ſo great, ſo uni- 
verſal Errors? And what can be thought of 
him, and others, who pretend to be in Church- 
Communion with Lutherans, and Calviniſts, 
while their Errors are worſe, in this neceſſary 
Point of Faith, than the catholick Doctrine, 
which he terms not only an Error, but a 
groſly ſtupid one, in ſo great an Article? He 
owns, Page 219. he cannot divine what Opi- 
nion Proteſtants will have of his Opinion of 
the Euchariſt. Nor is it eaſy to expreſs what 
Opinion we may juſtly have of him who is 
neither Catholick, nor Proteſtant in it; and 
imagines, that none but himſelf, and very few 
others, and no one Body of a Church in the 


whole World, are free from groſs Errors — 
0 
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ſo neceflary an Article. Is the Church of Chriſt, 
that Church, of which he ſaid, the Gates 
of Hell ſhould never prevail; that Church, 
which is declared to be Catholick, and dif- 
fuſed through the Univerſe, and as viſible as 
a Light upon a Mountain, is it reduced to a 
Handful of Mr. Hicket's Pupils, and thoſe not 
fully agreeing among themſelves, and fully 
diſagreeing from all Chriſtians in the World 
beſides, in neceſſary Articles? 


Tranſubftantia- When he, in the next Place, gives an Ac- 
gion no new 
Article of the 
Council of 
Trent. 


count of the Treaty of  Poiſſy, I might ob- 
ſerve ſeveral Miſtakes he has made. But I 
will only take notice of what he ſays, Page 
219, it 1s one of the new Articles of the Triden- 
tine Creed, that Chriſt is ſubſtantially in the 
Euchariſt, What? Is it not evidently noto- 
rious, that Proteſtants oppugned this Article, 
before the Council of Trent? Did not Carol- 


ſtadius, Zwinglius, Mcolampadius, write againſt 


the ſubſtantial Preſence of Chriſt, near thirty 
Years before the Seſſions of the Council of 
Trent upon that Matter? Did not Catholicks 
look upon them as Hereticks in this very 
Point, as teaching a Doctrine contrary to the 
eſtabliſhed Belief of the Church? Does not the 
Council of Trent condemn their Opinion as a 
Novelty? Does not Mr. Jobnſon ſay, Page 34. 
that the Doctrine of the ſubſtantial Preſence, 
or Tranſubſtantiation, though not the Word, 
began at the Time of the ſecond Council of 
Nice, and Page 224. that it prevailed in the 
middle Ages? How then could it be zew fo 
many Years, ſo many Ages after ? 

As to his ſaying (Bid. Page 219.) that it 
is contrary to Reaſon, to common Senſe, and to 
Antiquity , we ſhall anſwer his Proofs from 
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Reaſon, and Senſe, when he pleaſes to pro- 
poſe them, much more eaſily than he can thoſe 
againſt the Trinity, and Incarnation, Antiqui- 
ty, we have, and ſhall ſee, is clearly for us. 
And when he calls Tranſubſtantiation prover- 
bially irrational, he muſt give us leave to ſay, 
it is one of thoſe home-bred Proverbs, re- 
jected by the far greateſt, and learnedeſt Body 
of Chriſtians in the World ; and like thoſe 
Proverbs, which Enemies frame at home, and 

leaſe themſelves with in their own narrow 
Limits, and makes them ridiculous abroad. 


However, he may be thought to have made Churc 


ſome amends for denying us common Senſe, 
by ſaying again, in the ſame Place, that the 
Lutheran, and Calvinian Doctrine, is as unin- 
telligible, and little leſs irrational. And here 
alſo he hopes his Opinion will meet with à fo- 
lerable Reception from all candid Sons of the 
Church of England, that rejoice to ſee primi- 
tive Truth unclouding itſelf. Page 221. It 
ſeems the neceſſary Doctrine of the Euchariſt, 
and conſequently a fundamental Point of Re- 
ligion, 1s yet in a Cloud, notwithſtanding all 
the Proteſtant Lights. And I fear they will 
think, he only adds'new Clouds, by telling 
them, it is the real, very Body indeed, but yet, 
that it is indeed, only a Repreſentative. 


The Clouds will thicken upon them, when i. [ahnfon's 
they reflect, that he ſays, Page 221. that when Syſtem unintel- 
Men have not a fixed and certain Idea of what i. 


the Euchariſt is, they know not how to diſtin- 
guiſh between Myſtery, and Nonſenſe : and, Page 
227, that he ſays, the Euchariſt is a fgurative 
and repreſentative Symbol of Chriſt's Body, 
and ſomething more: and, Page 228, that by 
the myſterious Body of Cbriſt be means, neither 

I ſubſtan- 
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btantial, nor meerly figurative, but . 
Tar betwixt Fen two 23 For what 
in fine is this middle incomprehenſible Thing, 
which is a Figure, and more than a Figure, 
Chriſt's very and real Body, but not his na- 
tural Body? In Tranſubſtantiation, we have a 
fixt Idea, of what it is we receive. Of a mid- 
dle real Thing between a repreſentative, and 
a natural Body, and both true Bodies, both 
verily, and indeed the Bodies of Chriſt, we can 
have no fixt Idea; and therefore cannot here, 
if we may uſe his Words, diſtinguiſh between 
Myſtery, and Nonſenſe. 


SECT. 


Adoration of the Euchariſt from Anti- 
quity, againſt Mr, Johnion's Syſtem, 


UT to come nearer to what he more ex- 
preſly urges againſt Tranſubſtantiation. 
Page 248, he begins to anſwer, what he calls, 
the ſeeming Exceſſes of the Fathers on this Head. 
And here, I was much ſurprized, to find a 
Man of his Learning, and as I am willing 
to ſuppoſe, Moderation too, ſhould fall into 
the vulgar Cant of charging Catholicks with 
Idolatry; and that, wor/hiping the Hoſt, is one 
of the greateſs Abominations of the Church of 
Rome. I cannot imagine, but that he will 

t, as the moſt wiſe and learned Prote- 
nts do, that ours 1s a ſaving Religion, and 
holds no fundamental Error. How then could 
he fall into the Blunder, which made Dr. $:1/- 
ling fleet, and others, ſo ridiculous in charging 
us with Idolatry? For certainly, Idolatry is a 
notorious fundamental Error. The ingenious 
Author of STILLINGFLEET againſt STIL- 
LINGFLEET , has proved to the Degree of 
mathematical Evidence of Demonſtration, that 
it is manifeſt Contradiction, to allow, that we 
hold no fundamental Error, and at the ſame 
Time to pretend we are Idolaters; and (omit- 
ting others) Mr. Thorndike had alſo ſhewed 
the Abſurdity, and Inconſiſtence of that out- 
ragious Charge. 

Nor can I omit to obſerve another palpa- 
ble Inconſiſtence of Mr. Jobnſon upon the 


lame Occaſion, His mentioning the Synod — 
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the Tconoclaſts, was with a particular Com- 
mendation of thoſe Men for their Zeal againſt 
Image-Worſhip. Now here at the End of 
Page 249. he grants, thoſe Fathers required 
we ſhould pay to the Euchariſt a Veneration, 
or decem, and reverential Reſpect. And is not 


this the Veneration, and almoſt in the very 
Words of the Council of Trent, allowed by 


 Catholicks to Images? And if the Euchariſt, 


being only a Creature in his Opinion, may be 
venerated and reverenced, it is a perfect Weak- 
neſs (not to uſe a harder Word) to charge ca- 
tholick Veneration of Images, with Idolatry. 
When all is ſaid and done, the Euchariſt in his 
Opinion, is only a Creature and Repreſentative 
of God, and not God himſelf. Conſequently if 
it may be venerated, in the Senſe of the Icono- 
claſt-Synod, both he, and his zealous Oppo- 
ſers of Idolatry, are Idolaters by their own Con- 
feſſion. For it may, according to that Synod, 
be venerated, and adored with that Venerati- 
on, and Adoration which they declare cannot 
be given to created Images without Idolatry. 
But let us ſee how weakly he anſwers the 


adoring the Eu- Fathers, who ſpeak of adoring the Euchariſt. 


charift 


Theodorite ſays, they are venerated (it ſhould 
be tranſlated, adored) as really being, what they 
are believed to be. (Lit. m. Ap.) to this he an- 
ſwers, that Theodorite, in that ſame Dialogue, 
immediately declares, that the Bread departs 
not from its own Nature; and that no one can 
believe a Man of Theodorite's Senſe would pay 
divine Honour to Bread. Page 149. But I 
deny, that by Nature he means the Subſtance 
of Bread: he only means the natural Quali- 
ties: and this will appear more fully hereaft- 


ter. At preſent it ſuffices to ſay, that ſince 


it 


(97 ) 
it is granted, the Euchariſt is not both the 
Subſtance of Bread, and the Subſtance - of 
Chriſt's Body: it is only begging the Que- 
ſtion, to ſuppoſe that Nature means Subſtance 
of Bread, and that adore does not mean divine 
Honour. If he means by Body of Chrijt, his 
natural Body, then he muſt mean divine Ho- 
nour; and that he means his perſonal Body, 
has, and will appear. 

But, ſays Mr. Jobnſon, Theodorite expreſly 
declares, it is the laſt Folly to worſhip what is 
eaten, (Lit. a. Ap.) and how can we ſuppoſe 
a Writer of Theodorit?s Senſe would have ex- 
preſſed himſelf in ſuch a Manner, if he had 
known of any divine Honour paid by Chriſtians 
to what they eat. Certainly Mr. Zohn/on does 
not here conſider, that in the Mouth of a 
Chriſtian this muſt appear a ſtrange Argu- 
ment. From a Heathen it might paſs. It 
is juſt as if he had ſaid; the Fathers could 
not argue that Jupiter is not God, becauſe he 
was born, and mortal, if they had known of 
any one who was born and died, and yet was 
God. Thoſe who believe, God could deliver 
his perſonal Body to be crucified, may, with- 
out any Folly, believe he could deljver it to 
be eaten. Averroes might ſay, it is Folly to 
hold that God can be eaten, But then he 
alſo believed it Folly to think that God could 
eat. St. Hierom makes no Dithculty to ſay, 
that Chriſt both is the Per/on who eats, and 
the Thing eaten, in the Euchariſt, Ie come- 
dens, & qui comeditur. And Theodorite in that 
Place only argues againſt the Folly of Hea- 
thens, who worſhipped ſuch Eatables, as could 
not be thought Gods in their own Nature, 


nor by an hypoſtatical Union. Now although 
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the divine Nature is not hypoſtatically united 
to the Bread, yet it is to the human Body of 
Chriſt. And therefore, where that Body is, 
there Chriſt is, and Chriſt is to be adored. 
Se. Auſtin of To St. Auſtin ſaying, nemo illam carnem 
adoring the Eu- Manducat niſi prius adoraverit. (Lit. s. Ap.) 
chariſt. he anſwers, Page 150, that the Saint does not 
mean, it is Chriſt's perſonal Body. But how 
a Man of Sincerity, and Reflection can ſay 
ſo, I cannot comprehend. For in this very 
Place the Saint ſays it is, that very ſame Fleſh 
which he took of the Virgin, the ſame he had on 
Earth, de carne Mariæ carnem accepit — in 
ipſa ambulavit — ipſam manducandam dedit. 
Shew me any Thing clearer in Bellarmin, and 
I have done. | 
In vain had Mr. Jobnſon ſaid, the Bread 
and Wine deputed to be the Body of Chriſt, 
is by an unuſual Metonimy called Chriſt, Page 
250. For what Metonimy can make Bread be 
verily, and really, the ſame Fleſh which Chriſt 
had from the bleſſed Virgin? If this can be 
allowed, a Socinian need only fay, that where = 
Scripture and Fathers ſeem to ſpeak againſt 
him, they only ſpeak by Metonimies. And 
thus Chriſtianity will be readily diſpatched, 
But, ſays Mr. Fohn/on, the Saint clearly di- 
ſtinguiſbes between Chriſt, and his Footſtool. (or 
Euchariſt) ſo that inſtead of making the Eucha- 
riſt to be the whole Perſon of Chriſt, he makes 
it his Footſtool. T grant he diſtinguiſhes the 
Fleſh of Chriſt, from his Divinity ; and that 
his Body is called the Footſtool of his Divi- 
nity. But ſtill he clearly ſays, the Euchariſt 
is that Fleſh, which, though diſtinguiſhed, 
yet is united to his divine Perſon ; and becauſe 


united, that it can, and ought to be —_— 
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by reaſon of the Divinity, and with it, as 
being one, and the ſame Perſon. Thus the 
Body and Soul are diftinguiſhed, yet bein 
united, they make one Perſon. And I mult 
add, that it is making St. Auſtin very weak, 
to think he means any Thing leſs than divine 
Adoration. He enquires how Earth can be 
adored, and concludes it cannot without Im- 
piety, excepting in the Euchariſt, But that 
in the Euchariſt it ought to be adored, be- 
cauſe the Euchariſt is Chriſt's Fleſh, which 
may be called Earth, becauſe taken of the 
earthly Body of the bleſſed Virgin. Now if 
he meant a leſs than divine Adoration,” 1t is 
very abſurd to make ſo great a Difficulty of 
finding our, how Earth may be adored. For 
any common Earth may be adored with a leſs 
Adoration, without any need of running to 
the 222 of the Euchariſt. St. Auſtin's rea- 
. proceeds thus: the Eucharift may be a- 
dored, becauſe it is Cbriſt's Body, though a Crea- 
ture cannot be adored without Impiety. Whence 
it follows, that the Euchariſt is that Body, 
which being Chriſt's Body, united 'to his Di- 
vinity, may, and ought to be adored with di- 
vine Honour. 

Mr. Jobnſon proceeds to obſerve;” that the The Words 
Words Te0CKvvEy , adorare, &c. do not always v wen 
in the eccleſiaſtical Language neceſſarily import fone 8 
worſhipping with a divine Honour, This w 
— 7 grant, and wiſh uit were Nute 0 
in the Controverſy of honouring Images. But 
then it is evident too, that thoſe Words do 
often mean divine Honour. It muſt there- 
fore be determined by other Words added, 
what Honour is meant. -Confequently when 


oy ſay, the Euchariſt mult be adored, though 
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Creatures muſt not be adored, they clearly 
mean divine Honour ; and this, *tis evident, 
they meant was the Honour due to the Eu- 
chariſt, if they belived it to be Chriſt's perſo- 
nal Body. | 
Mr. Jobnſon is pleaſed to ſay, it is evident 
they did not think the Divinity to be in the 
Euchariſt, Here Theodorite, ſays he, Page 
151, is very expreſs; and cites theſe Words: 
eur Lord did not promiſe to give his inviſible 
Nature, but kis Body, for the Life of the World, 
(Lit. h. Ap.) and again; our Saviour taking 
the Symbol, ſaid not, this is my Divinity, but, 
this is my Body. (Lit. k. Ap.) 

Now it ſo happens, that, as I take it, theſe 
very Places are expreſs Proofs directly of the 
contrary. I have not indeed Theodorite by me, 
and cannot determinately ſay, what the Let- 
ter, from which the firſt Words are taken, 1s 
upon. But I preſume they agree with the 
Words from the Dialogues, where the Deſign 
is to prove, that both the human, and divine 
Nature are in Chriſt, His Adverſaries granted 
the divine, but ſaid the human was abſorpt. 
Now Theodorite uſes the Euchariſt as an Ar- 
gument of the human Nature in Chriſt, His 
Argument is this: Chriſt expreſſes his human 
Nature, and does not expreſs his divine Na- 
ture: therefore you muſt grant, he has a vi- 
{ſible human Nature, ſince his expreſs Words 
affirm, that it was his viſible Body, or hu- 
man Nature, that he would give for the Life 
of the World, and for our Food; whereas 
his divine inviſible Nature is not expreſſed. 
He does not therefore exclude the divine 
Nature (for certainly he owned his divine 
Perſon was given for the Life, or Redemp- 
| | | tion 
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tion of the World) but inſiſts upon the human 
Nature, as being expreſly affirmed by Chriſt, 
and therefore ought not to be denied by the 
Eutichians, contrary to Chriſt's poſitive Words. 
Thus he frames a direct Argument againſt 
them from Chriſt's Words; whereas if the 
Divinity were excluded from the Euchariſt, 
it is very clear, that then the Euchariſt could 
be no Proof, or Inſtance, that both Natures 
remain ſubſtantially in Chriſt. It would even 
be an Inſtance to the contrary. For then the 
Eutichians might make this unanſwerable Re- 
ply, that as the Euchariſt is called Chriſt's 
Body, and yet (ſuppoſing Tbeodorite to be of 
Mr. Fobnſon's Opinion) is not his ſubſtantial 
Body, ſo Chriſt's human Nature was, not a 
ſubſtantial human Nature, though he is ſaid 
in Scripture to have a viſible human Nature. 
In fine, Theodorite tells us, that, in the Eucha- 
riſt, the Lamb which takes away the Sins of. 
the World, is ſacrificed, (Lit. d. d. Ap.) and 
that it is the Archetype of the Paſſover. (Lit, e. 
Ap.) Now I ſuppoſe Chriſtianity knows of 
no Lamb that is the Archetype, or original l- 
felf of the paſchal Lamb, none that takes a- 
way the Sins of the World, but the Lamb 
of God, Chriſt Jeſus perſonally. 


He cites next St. Cyril of Alexandria, ſay- 5, Cyril of 
ing, we muſt not think the Body of our Lord Alexandria. 


a common Thing, becauſe the Divinity cannot be 
eaten, (Lit. b. Ap.) 1 anſwer : this is no more 
an Argument, that the Divinity 1s nat united 
to the Body of Chriſt in the Euchariſt, than 
it would be an Argument, that Chriſt is not 
God, if he had ſaid : wwe mut not think Chris 
a common Man, becauſe the Divinity cannot dye. 
As therefore it is true, that Chriſt ſuffered, 
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though it is falſe, and condemned by the 


Council of Chalcedon, to ſay that the Divini- 
ty is paſſible : ſo it is true, that Chriſt's Body, 
united to the Divinity, is eaten, though it is 
not true, that the Divinity in abſtrafo is eat- 
able. And that St. Cyril, by the Body of 
Chriſt, means his perſona] Body, is very clear. 

For he ſays the Euchariſt is Chriſt, (Lit. c. 

Ap. ) that in it wwe receive the Son, (Lit. f. Ap.) 
that when we receive it, Chriſt is in us, (Lit. g. 
Ap.) that it is his own proper Body, his own 
proper Fleſh, (Lit. c. Ap.) and as this is the 
very Place here objected, ſo it is ſtrange how 
Mr. Jobnſon could think it a Proof againſt 
us, after he had tranſlated it more at large, 
Page 164, where it ſtands thus: Chriſt is in 
us by his own Body, which quickens'us by the 
Spirit: for we muſt not ſay, that becauſe the Na- 
ture f the Deity is not eaten, therefore the holy 
Body of Cbriũ is a common Thing : but it is ne- 
ceſſary we ſhould know, that it is the all-quicken- 
ing Word's own Body; nor do we conſider this 
as the Fleſh of a Man, that was one of us, but 
as truly made the own Fleſh of him, 'who, for 
our Sakes, became, and was called both Son, and 
Man. Can any Words more clearly expreſs 
Chriſt's perſonal Body? or if any, are they 
not thoſe in the Appendix? where he ſays, 
common Fleſh cannot give Life, but the Eucha- 
riſt can, becauſe it is not the Fleſh of a Man 
lite one of us, not of a meer Man, but as truly 
made his own Fleſh, who for us was made both 
God, and Man, (Lit. I. Ap.) And is it not ſur- 
Prizing to ſee this. Saint, + * ſuch Expreſſi- 
ons as theſe, cited as one who does not hold 
the Euchariſt to be Chriſt's perſonal Body u- 


nited to the Divinity ? 


No 


YU * FF ˙ . WO PW ET 


LOIN 
OY 


2. 5 


1 


( ro3 ) 

No lefs ſurprizing is it, to ſee St. Ambroſe 
in the next Place, cited to the ſame Purpoſe. 
The Words are: if thou offereſt bis Body to be 
transfigured on the Altar, but doſt not diſtinguiſh 
the Nature of his Divinity, and of his Body; 
it is ſaid to thee alſo (as to Cain, Gen. iv. 7, ac- 
cording to the Septuaginta) thou offereft right- 
ly, but divide not rightly ; thou haſt ſinned. 
Hereupon Mr. Zohn/on adds: and the Church 
of Rome is greſly guilty of this Sin, by pretend- 
ing to make an Oblation of the whole Chriſt, God 
and Man. Page 251. 

How ſtrangely weak is this Argument? 
Cannot the two Natures be together, becauſe 
we muſt diſtinguiſh between them ? Though 
the Nature of the Soul, and the Nature. of 
the Body are diſtinguiſhed, yet they are but 
one whole Man. In Chriſt, whether on 
Earth, or in Heaven, it is a Sin not to di- 
ſtinguiſh the Nature of his Divinity from 
his Body: yet ſure both Natures are in 
Chriſt. And fince the Sin of Cain was his 
offering the meaner Part, and dividing the 
better from his Sacrifice, let them conſider, 
how groſly they ſin who pretend to offer the 
Body of Chriſt, divided from his divine Na- 
ture. And how clearly St. Ambroſe teaches, 
that the Euchariſt is Chriſt's natural Body, 
any one may judge, from his ſaying, Chriſt 
himſelf is offered ; (Lit. c. Ap.) that we receive 
the Lord himſelf; (Lit. a. Ap.) that Chriſt is 
immolated ; (Lit. d. Ap.) that it is the. true 
Fleſh of Chriſt — of the Virgin — bieh was 
crucified, and buried; (Lit. c. Ap.) that Chris? 
is there, becauſe his Body is there, and that it is 
the Body of a divine Spirit, becauſe Chriſt is a 
Spirit, (Lit. k. Ap.) and we ſhall ſoon ſee 
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him ſpeak clearly of a ſubſtantial Change in 


the Euchariſt. In the mean while I add, that 
Mr. 7obnjon does not only divide the Divinity, 


and the Body, but takes both Natures away, 


leaving neither in the Euchariſt, 

His next Citation is from St. Epiphanius in 
theſe ſhort Words: as to its Power it is with- 
out Senſe. (Lit. c. Ap.) How theſe Words can 
be cited as an Argument, that the Divinity 
is not in the Euchariſt, I am entirely at a 
Loſs, For if the Words, as to its Peter, be 


taken barely by themſelves, and juſt as they 


ſound, they ſpeak againſt this Gentleman, 
who ſays, that, as to its Power, it is Chriſt 
himſelf. And if they only mean, that as to 
any viſible, ſenſible Power, or Life, it has no 
Senſe, what are they to the Purpoſe ? Do not 
Catholicks grant, that the Divinity is there 
inviſibly, and inſenſibly? ? 

Nay, in reality, the Words of St. Epipha- 
nius, I may juſtly ſay, are a Demonſtration, 
that he believed the Divinity to be in the Eu- 


chariſt. They are thus tranſlated by Mr. 


Fohnſon more at large in another Place, vis. 
Page 147. We ſee our Saviour ſaid, this is my 
(Body) and yet we ſee it is not equal, or like to 
his Image ( Body) of Fleſh, nor to his inviſible 
Deity, nor to the Shapes, and Features of his 
Parts : for this is of a round Shape, and as to 


its Faculties wholly without Senſe; yet by Grace 


be was "pleaſed 10 ſay, this is my Body, and no 


Body diſbelicves his Word. Now I will appeal 


to all Mankind, if the Senſe of theſe Words 
is not plainly this: Chriſt's Body had the 
Shape, and Features of a Body, and both Life, 
and Divinity; and though the Euchariſt has 
none of theſe in a ſenſible Manner, but, as to 

any 
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any viſible Power, is without Shape, or Senſe 
of a human, or divine Body, yet it is Chriſt's 
Body, becauſe Chriſt has ſaid it is, and no 
body diſbelieves his Word. And indeed it 
would be very ridiculous, to inſiſt upon the 
Difficulty of believing, that a Thing, with- 
vut Life, or Shape, can be Chriſt's Body, un- 
leſs he ſpeaks of a Body, which naturally has 
both viſible Features, and Life. It would be 
| juſt as if you ſhould ſay: look ye Gentlemen; 
this is a round, pale faced Man, of quite a 
different Look from the —4ʃ A yet he is the 
King himſelf: for the King has ſaid ſo, and 
every Body believes he is ſo: for though he 
is not at all like the King, yet he is the King 
repreſentatively; and with all that Difference 
of Features, yet, notwithſtanding this great 
Unlikeneſs, he is the King's Deputy. Would 
not this Unlikeneſs in Shape, and Mien be a 
wiſe Difficulty in believing his Deputyſhip? 
Juſt as wiſe would be St. Epiphanius Diſ- 
courſe, if the Euchariſt is not Chriſt's natu- 
ral Body. 

At the next Citation, Page 252, my Ex- Se. Chryſo- 
pectation was much raiſed, when I found ſtom. 

r. Fobnſon boldly ſaying, nay we have cer. 
tain Evidence, and direct Proof, that the Eu- 
charift was not worſhipped with divine Honour, 
from St. Chryſoſtom*s Liturgy. I thought it 
ſtrange to hear St. Chryſoſtom, after what we 
have had from him, brought for a certain E- 
vidence againſt us. Sure I am, that no Ca- 
tholick Preacher can be clearer. It ſeemed 
{till ſtranger, when I reflected, that he ex- 
preſty ſays, that it is hat Body, which was a- 
dored in tbe Stable, (Lit. m. Ap.) and in the 


ſame Place, though Mr. Jobnſon has _—_— 
| e 


169 


the Words, that it is the /ame Body ; and that 
ve ougbt rather more is adore it, than the Magi 
did; and that it is the /ame Body, which is in 
Heaven ; the ſame whereof he ſays (lib. 3. de 
ſacerdotio apud Saincteſium) that - a Prodiey 
of a Miracle, and of the Goodneſs of God, be, 
ho fits above with the Father, is, at the very 
ſelf ſame Inſtant of Time, in our Hands. 

But as I think it ſuperfluous to cite any 
more-Places of this Saint, ſo I own it ſeems 
ſuperfluous to anſwer the Place here produced 
for an Objection, it has fo little Appearance 
of Difficulty. However let us hear it: they 
aue not their Heads to Fleſh, and Blood, but to 
bee the tremendous. God. Now I grant theſe 
Words are addreſſed to God the Father. I 
grant alſo, we do not adore meer Fleſh, and 
Blood ; but we may, and ought to adore that 
Fleſh, and Blood which is Chriſt perſonally, 
and is conſequently the tremendous God, ſince 
all the three divine Perſons are one tremen- 
dous God. And we have ſeen, that St. Chry- 
fi om has fully declared, he believed the Eu- 

iriſt to be the ſame Chriſt, who is true 
God. Even in the Words from his Liturgy, 
cited by Mr. 7obnfon, Page 462. he ſays, 
ſpeaking to Chriſt; 10 thee I pray bowing down 
my Neck — for thou art the Offerer, and the 
offered. And he adds in the fame Prayer, 
and Period, theſe Words, omitted by Mr. 
Fohnſon ; you are the Perjon who receiues, and 
awho is diſtributed, Chrift our God, What can 
more clearly expreſs, that the Thing, or Per- 
{on offered, and diſtributed is God, and to 
be adored. Might. I not here make upon 
Mr. Jabnſon ſome of the ſevere Animadverſi- 
ont he makes upon Dr. 5 

ace 
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Place contained any Difficulty, which indeed 
it does not, Mr. Jobnſon has opened us a fair 


- way to avoid it, by telling us the Liturgy of 


St. Cbryſoſtom has received many Additions, and 
is of an uncertain Age. Page 253. But as we 
have no need of this Evaſion, ſo it is perfect- 
ly arbitrary in him to quote this Place as 
Evidence againſt us, and reject others (of pray- 
ing to Saints, for Example) which are in 
the ſame Liturgy, and of equal Certainty and 
Authority. 


There is no need to take any Notice of Euchariſt 
Chriff 


and own Body. 


the JconoclaF-Synod, cited here again. It is 
of no more Authority in Church Affairs, than 
the long Parliament is in Matters of State. 
It is more to the Purpoſe to conſider, what he 
pretends to anſwer to the Places, where the 
Fathers ſay, the Eucharift is Chriſt's own, pro- 
per Body, and Blood. So ſuus and Id., ſays 
he, Page 253, may in Striftne/s be rendered: 
he ſhould have ſaid ought to be rendered. He 
confeſſes, he has not been ſo punitilieus ,' as 
to give them always this Rendition, But in 
one, who deſigned fairly to make his Engliſh 
Reader ſenſible of the true Senſe of Antiqui- 
ty, it would not have been punctilious, but 
Juſt, to have expreſſed Words which are of 
ſo great Force, and which, in their proper 
import, do ſo plainly denote the perſonal 
Body. Eſpecially when often uſed, and in 
Conjunction with others of a perſonal Signi- 
fication, ſuch as are, the Body which ſuffered, 
which roſe again, which was in the Manger, 
&c 


1 And indeed the Conjunction with ſuch Ex- 
preſſions evidently refutes Mr. Jobnſom's An- 
ſwer, that by the Words own, and proper, they 


mean 


Maxentius. 
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mean no more, than that it is not a falſe, alien, 
or counterfeit Body, For thoſe Expreſſions 
are the ſtrongeſt that can be uſed for his na- 
tural Body; and if the Euchariſt is not a falſe 
Body of Chriſt, it is his true Body; if it is 
not alien, it is no other Body but Chriſt's ; 
if it is not counterfeit, it is not only a Repre- 
ſentation of him : and joining all theſe toge- 
ther, that it is not a falſe, alien, counterfeit 
Body of Cbriſt, but his own proper Body, the 
fame, very ſame proper Body which ſuffered, 
Sc. joining theſe together, if Chriſt's natural 
Body is not expreſſed, no Words can do it. 

But, fays Mr. Jobnſon, Maxentius Dial. lib. 
2. cap. 13. tells us, Propriety is variouſly un- 
derſtood. For the Church is Cbriſt's own, or 


proper Body, and every one of the Faithful, i; 


his own, or proper Member — the Bread alſo, 
of which the whole Church partakes in Memo- 
. of our Lord's Paſſion, is his own, or proper 

And whoever doubted, but Propriety 
is — uſed for other Things, than ſuch 
as are ſubſtantially proper? But then it is evi- 
dent, that, as the Church is only figuratively 
Chriſt's proper Body, ſo Mr. Jobnſon muſt 
grant the Euchariſt 1s Chriſt's proper Body, 
more ſtrictly. We muſt fay abſolutely, the 
Church is meerly figuratively, meerly meta- 
phorically the proper Body of Chriſt, But in 
his Principles the Euchariſt is not meerly me- 
taphorically Chriſt's Body. From a Sacra- 
mentarian therefore theſe Words of Maxenti- 
us might ſound tolerably well, but how this 
Gentleman can inſiſt upon them, is not inte l- 
ligible. Nor can one tell what to ſay to a 
Man, who would perſuade us, that Maxen- 
Jas thought the faithful were verily, * — 

ee 
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deed that ſame proper Body, which died for 
us 


I cannot therefore but think it extremely 
Weak in Mr. Jobnſon to add: This is in- 
« deed a Demonſtration, that in Maxentius's 
„ Judgment, it is not the ſame to ſay, it is 
« Chriſt's own proper Body, and to ſay it is 
his ſubſtantial Body: for he expreſly calls 
it Bread, and yet Chriſt's Body in the ſame 
« Breath.” And what then? does not the 


Evangeliſt call the Wine at Cana, Water in Excharift how 
the ſame Breath? And is this a Demonſtra- d Bread. 


tion, that in his Judgment it was not ſub- 
ſtantial Wine? It is not only natural, when 
we ſpeak of Things changed, to call them 
by their former Names, and in the ſame 
Breath; but we can hardly avoid it. You 
can hardly ſpeak of a blind Man cured, but 
you muſt call him blind in the ſame Breath. 
And there is ſtill more particular Reaſon to 
call the Euchariſt Bread, becauſe it ſtill ap- 
pears Bread, and is our Food, and Bread is a 
genera! Name for Food. - But when to the 

ame Bread, are added other Words, ſuch 
as Bread of Life, Bread changed, Bread made 
miraculouſly Chriſt's Body, as Water at Ca- 
na was made Wine, and that it is now really 
the ſame proper Body, which died for us, 
though it appears like Bread, Sc. if theſe 
Words do not mean, that it is Chriſt's proper, 
perſonal Body, I muſt ſtill repeat it, Words 
are all in vain, never to be underſtood. 

It is perhaps ſtill more particularly odd to 
hear Mr. Jobnſon, Page 254, tell us, and in- 
deed this Objection (of calling it Chriſt's pro- 
per, own Body) can be of no Force, becauſe it 
affetts ſo very ancient a Writer as Irenæus, who 

2 yet 


Se. Juſtin, 


( 110 ) 


yet ſays no more, than St. Juſtin and St. Igna- 
tius, though in other Words, Here he argues 
thus: the later Fathers by own proper Body, 
do not mean ſubſtantial Body, becauſe the an- 
cienter Fathers did not, Whereas certainly it is 
more reaſonable to argue juſt on the contrary, 
and conclude, that if the later Fathers uſed 
thoſe Words to ſignify Chriſt's natural Body, 
the like Words uſed by the ancienter, do alſo 
ſignify the ſame. For where there is any doubt 
of what the ancienter Writers mean, thoſe 
who followed them nearer, and ſpeak more 
fully, muſt needs be better Interpreters of 
their Predeceſſors, than we at ſo great a Di- 
ſtance. 

However let us ſee what thoſe Saints have 
faid. St. Ignatius's Words I have placed in 
the Title- Page. And I am very ſure there 
is nothing clearer in the Council of Trent, 
St. Juſtin declares, that as Chri#t incarnate took 
Fleſp, and Blood for us, fo the Euchariſt is the 
Fleſh, and Blood of Chrift himſelf incarnate. 
(Lit. a. Ap.) Is not this plainly faying it is 
the ſame Fleſh, which he took at his Incarna- 
tion? And it is very obſervable, that it is 
making Juſtin a very poor Apologiſt, if he 
believed the Euchariſt to be only Chriſt's re- 
preſentative Body. For it is well known 
from Athenagoras, Tertullian, and others, that 
the Chriſtians were accuſed of eating human 
Fleſh, Now to ſay, we eat the Fleſh which 
Chriſt took at his Incarnation, does not re- 
move, but rather confirm the Accuſation. 
He did not therefore deny, we eat human 
Fleſh, but acknowledges it is Chriſt's Fleſh, 
becauſe he knew, that to be the Belief of 
riſtians, and otherwiſe would (as in all _ 
. on 


5 


(a 

ſon he ought) have ſaid, we do not eat true 

Fleſh, but only repreſentative Fleſh. In fine, 

St. Irenæus where he calls the Euchariſt his own Irenæus. 
proper Blood, had mentioned juſt before, his 

own Blood, by which be redeemed us. The 

Words own, proper, muſt fairly be taken, in 

both Expreſſions, for the ſame Blood, and 
conſequently for his natural Blood, which re- 

deemed us. 

Mr. Fohnſon proceeds next to anſwer the Change of Sub- 
Places, in which the Fathers expreſs the rug in the 
Change of the Elements by the Words jyera- m_ 
Cannan, ur j, c. muto, tranſmuto, trans- 
figuro, &c. To this, ſays he, Proteſtants have 
truly replied, that there may be a Change of 
e Quality, where the Subſtance yet remains. And 
n the Elements are changed by Conſecration, from 
e being common Bread into the myſterious ſpiritual 
. Body, and Blood, Page 254. | 
* Now let us ſuppoſe thoſe Words are as 
he commonly uſed for an accidental, as for a ſub- 

e. ſtantial Change (though ſome of them cer- 

18 tainly are ſeldom, or never uſed for a meer 

a- accidental Change) it will then follow, their 

is Senſe muſt be determined by the other Words, 
he 
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that are joined to them. Conſequently fince 
we have ſeen, and ſhall farther ſhew, that the 
Fathers by Body, mean the natural Body ; it 
follows, that by Change, they mean a ſubſtan- 
tial Change. 

Again : when a Change is affirmed, and 
the Things, of which it is directly affirmed, 
n. are Subſtances, it means a ſubſtantial Change; 
an and an accidental one, when the Things di- 
h, rectly ſpoken of are Accidents. Thus in the 
of Inftance brought by Mr. Jobnſon from Cale- 
a- Pine, that Pliny fays, that Almonds are trans- 
on | figured 


(112) 
fegurcd from ſweet to bitter, an accidental! 
Change is meant, becauſe ſweet and bitter are 
Names of Accidents. But when we ſay, Fi 
ig changed into Earth ; or Wood is changed into 
Fire, the Word importing Change, means a 
ſubſtantial Change in all common Propriety 
of Speech; becauſe the Words, Fleſb, Earth, 


vod, Fire, are Names of Subſtances. And 


thus, ſince in the Euchariſt the Change is di- 
rectly affirmed of Bread, and Body, it muſt be 
naturally underſtood to mean a ſubſtantial 
Change, ſince the Words both import a Sub- 
ſtance. And indeed to ſay, a !rue Body, and yet 
not a true Subſtance, is unheard of Language; 
and, we muſt make the Fathers talk moſt 
abſurdly to be frequently telling us, Bread, 
which is a Subſtance, 1s changed into Fleſh, which 
is Subſtance, if they did not mean proper, 
ſubſtantial Fleſh, Nor is it imaginable, that 
Men of any tolerable Accuracy ſhould thus 
pervert the natural Uſe of all Languages, 
and Words. A Picture, or Repreſentation 
firſt deſigned for that of another Perſon, may 
be altered, and made a Picture of Chriſt, and 
thus ſaid, in ſome Senſe, to be changed into 
Chriſt; yet to be continually aſſuring us, it 
1s Christ himſelf, tranſelemented into his Body, 
tranſmuted into that ſame Fleſh, which ſuffered 
for us, that very Fleſh indeed which he had on 
Earth, and has now in Heaven, &c. would be 
moſt compleat Nonſenſe. And we ſhall make 
the Fathers no leſs abſurd, if we deny they 
meant a true ſubſtantial Change in the Eu- 
chariſt. 78 | 
As to what Mr. Jobnſon ſays, Page 256, 
257, that as we ſay, a Man's Nature is changed, 
when we only mean his Diſpoſition, and 7 — 
Icies 
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and deſire this may be remembered 


„ 9 F | 
lities, ſo the Word Nature does not always 
mean Subſtance ; is nothing at all to the Pur: 
poſe. For I readily grant the Word Nature 
1s ſometimes taken for accidental ton, 

W 


en we 

come to anſwer the famous Place of Theods- 
rite, But ſtill it is true, that when the Thing 
which is ſaid to change its Nature, is a Sub- 
ſtance, and the Thing into which it is ſaid to 
be changed, is alſo a Subſtance, as Bread, and 
Body are, then to ſay, a Change of Nature, is 
the ſame, as a Change of Subſtance. When 
I fay ; Man's Nature is changed into peeviſh, 
or cholerick, or that ſweet Almonds have 
changed their Nature, and become bitter, I 
am readily underſtood of an accidental Change; 
but if I fay, the Nature of Bread is by Nutri- 
tion changed into my Fleſh, all the World 
will underſtand me of a ſubſtantial Change 
becauſe the Nature of Bread, and the Nature 
of Fleſh, are properly their Subſtances, and 
muſt be ſo taken, unleſs ſomething is added, 
which determines the Word Nature to a lefs 
ſtrict Meaning. But when Words are added, 
that do more particularly import a Subſtance, 
then it is highly abſurd to underſtand the 
Word Nature of an accidental Quality ; as for 
Example, the Body which ſuffered, which roſe, 
tohich is in Heaven, &c. ſuch Expreſſions: be- 
ing the moſt evident, that can be, to ſignify 
the perſonal Body. 


When he comes to particular Places of the g, ambroſe; 
Fathers, he preſently is guilty of a ſtrange 


Miſrepreſentation , or Ignorance; St. Am- 
broſe, ſays he, Page 255, ſuppoſes, that Chriſt 
in the Euchariſt changes the Species of the Ele- 
ments, This, he * ſeems a hard Soe. 
| ut 
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but can do the Papiſts no Service, becauſe thi 
by Species they underſtand the Accidents, 2s 

which are not changed. Now although we non 
often call the Accidents Species, yet we alſo W. 
often take it for logical Species, or Kinds of the 
Things; nor did ever any Catholick dream, ie 

that Species, in this Place, was meant of the Ac- tha 
cidents of Bread, and Wine. They always un- — 
derſtood the Word Species here of the Sorts, alle 
or Kinds of the Elements, and of them it is — 
the Change is affirmed by St. Ambroſe, and a ** 
ſubſtantial Change, as I ſhall preſently prove; has: 
2 firſt conſidered his Anſwer to St. Hi- pur: 
ary. 

St. Hilary. The Saint's Words are, that Chriſt does na- 105 
turally remain in us, and that we have the Na- has. 
ture of his Fleſh. (Lit. a. Ap.) Mr. Johnſon, =_ 
Page 256, replies almoſt Word for Word as St. 
Peter Martyr does in Bellarmin. And I might j = 
tranſcribe Bellarmin's Refutation of him. But oh 
I will be content to obſerve, that in the Ap- Nat 
pendix, St. Hilary ſays in the fame Place, bv a 
we truly receive the Word, and truly that Man, * 


who was born of Mary; and that we truly re- l 
ceive, under a Myſtery, the Fleſh of his own Bo- fubſ: 
dy, Which Words do very plainly expreſs 
the Perſon of the eternal Mord, and the per- 


ſonal Fleſh he received from the bleſſed Yir- wy 

| gin. And this would have appeared farther, N 

if Mr. Jobnſon had been pleaſed to add, what the 1 

the Saint ſays afterwards, viz. the Son of God cds 

remains carnally in us by the Euchariſt. Gra 
TheWords My- I deſignedly mentioned the Words, in a My- Gros 
ſtery, Ligure, ſtery, becauſe Mr. Jobnſon pretends, Page 256, aaa 
moor that by theſe Expreſſiqns, the Word Nature, Naty 
lance of Chris and naturally are made to abate in their Signt- * 


fication, when applied to the Euchariſt, = there 
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this we muſt have leave to deny very flatly; 
as it is affirmed both ungroundedly, and in- 
conſiſtently.  Ungroundedly 5 becauſe the 
Word Myſtery, or Sacrament does not regard 
the — taken, but the Manner of taking 
it. Inconſiſtently, becauſe Mr. Jobnſon allows, 
that by calling the Euchariſt a Myſtery, or 
even a Figure, we muſt not imagine the Re- 
ality of Chriſt's Body is excluded, and there- 
fore he cannot affirm, that thoſe Words ex- 
clude Subſtance, and Nature, For, as I have 
been forced to obſerve more than once, Fi- 
gure, and Reality, are no leſs oppoſite, than 
Figure, and Subſtance. And I preſume he al- 
lows, that when the Fathers ſay, Chrif is Man 
by the Myſtery of Incarnation, or the Sacra- 
ment of Incarnation (as both are common, and 
St. Ambroſe has writ a Book de Sacramento In- 
carnationis) the Word Myſtery does not abate 
the Signification, or exclude the ſubſtantial 
Nature of Man ; but only means, he is Man 
by a myſterious Manner. And though the U- 
nity of Nature, and Trinity of Perſons is an 
incomprehenſible Myſtery to us, yet it is a true 
ſubſtantial Nature. 


Nay, Mr. Johnſon's Objection to the con gt. Hilary: 


trary, is a much better Proof, that St. Hila- 
ry, by the Word Nature, means the Subſtance 
of his Fleſh, The Objection is, that he ſays, 
the Faithful are one by the Nature of one Faith, 
and calls this @ natural Union; and that there- 
fore by Nature he could not mean Subſtance, 
fince he could not think all Chriſtians are but 
one individual Subſtance, I anſwer, that when 
Nature is applied to an Accident, or Quality, 
it does not mean a ſubſtantial Nature. And 
therefore when Faith is called a Nature, it 

| 5 ſtands 
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ſtands fot an accidental Nature, becauſe Faith 
itſelf is an accidental Thing. But when Na- 
ture is affirmed of a Subſtance, to ſay we re- 
ceive the Nature, is to ſay we receive the 
Subſtance, And as the Saint evidently means 
the divine Subſtance, when he fays the divine 
Nature, ſo he no leſs evidently means the 
Subſtance of Chriſt's Fleſh, when he ſays the 
the Nature of his Fleſh, For as the divine 
Nature is a Subſtance, ſo the Fleſh of Chriſt 
is a Subſtance. And to leave no doubt, he 
fays, it is the Fleſh of the eternal Word; and 
that Man who was born of Mary. Nor do 
Catholicks argue meerly from the bare Word 
Nature, which they know to be capable of 
many Significations, but from it, as joined 
with other Words, which determine whether 
it means a Quality, or a Subſtance. And 
therefore I cannot but think our Adverſaries 
Reaſonings of this kind, from the different Sig- 
nifications of the Word Nature, and Change, 
are no more than meer captious Triflings. 

I muſt alfo beg leave to ſay, I know not 
what elſe to call that, which Mr. Zohn/on adds, 
Page 257, where he ſays, we have litile lefs 
than Demonſtration, that St. Ambroſe by Change 
of Nature, means nothing elfe but a Change 
of Quality. And what is this, that is little 
Jeſs than a Demonſtration? Why the Saint 
fays there, after the Benediftion the Body of 
Chriſt is meant, or repreſented : in Latin, ſigni- 
ficatur. Upon which Mr. Jobnſon adds: for 
though, ſignificatur, imports more than a bare 
typical ſhady Signification; yet it * 2 
implies alſo, a Diſtinction between the Figure, 
and the Thing ſignified, that is the Eucharift, 
and natural Body. 

1. This 
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1. This pretended Demonſtration is incon- S. Ambroſe, 


ſiſtent with Mr. Jobnſon's whole Book. For 
hence it follows, that the Thing ſignified is 
Chriſt's natural Body, Now I argue thus: 
he grants all along, that the Fathers teach, 
that the Euchariſt is verily, and indeed, not 
only a Sign, but alſo the real Thing ſignified: 
but here he grants the Thing ſignified is 
Chriſt's natural Body : therefore the Euchariſt 
is Chriſt's natural Body. 2. We grant there 
is a Diſtinction between the Sign, and the 
Thing ſignified. The Signs are the Accidents 
of Bread, and Wine, which are diſtinct from 
Chriſt's Body. 3. It is evident that the Di- 
ſtinction between the Figure, or Repreſenta- 
tion, and the Thing figured, or repreſented, 
does not neceſſarily import the Ab/ence of the 
Thing repreſented. Thus a King repreſent- 
ing over again, what he formerly did upon an- 
other Occaſion, is both the Repreſenter, and 
the Thing repreſented; and thus Chriſt in 
the Euchariſt is both a Figure of his ſacred 
Paſſion, and the very Perſon who ſuffered. 
Or in other Words, he is repreſented under 
the Appearances of Bread, and yet is really 


under thoſe Appearances. 4. After theſe 
Words of St. Ambroſe : it is the true Fleſh of 


Chrif, which was crucified, and buried; there- 


fore it is truly the Sacrament, or Myſtery of bis 


Fleſh ; Mr. Fohnſon adds: ſo that to be Chrift*s 


. Fleſh, and to be the Sucrament of his Fleſh is, 
with St. Ambroſe, the ſame Thing. And is 
this an Argument againſt us? No: it is di- 


rectly for us. For 1e be the natural Body of 


Chriſt, and to be the Body which was cruci- 
fied, is evidently the ſame Thing, both with 


St. Ambroſe, and with all Chriſtians : but he 
123 ſays 
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ſays the Sacrament is the true Fleſh which wa 
crucified : therefore the Sacrament is Chriſt's 
natural Body, Nor can it be doubted by any 
unprejudiced Reader, but in theſe Words of 
the Saint's, vere ergo carms illius ſacramentum 
ef, the Word illius is relative to the Fleſh he 
had ſaid was crucified. So that the Senſe 
plainly is, that the Euchariſt is the Sacrament, 
not of a typical, metaphorical, repreſentative 
Body only, but vere illius, truly that very ſame 
Body, which was crucified. And as I have. al- 
ready ſhewed, that a Thing may be truly 
under a Sacrament, or Repreſentation, and 
yet the Thing repreſented be, at the fame 
Time, truly preſent in Subſtance z ſo there is 
nothing more common among Catholicks, 
than to ſay, the Sacrament of the Altar is 
Chriſt's Body. So far they are from imagining 
that the Words Myſtery, or Sacrament are ex- 
cluſive of Reality and Subſtance in the Eu- 
chariſt, as they evidently are not when we 
ſay, Chriſt's Fleſh in the Myſtery of the In- 
carnation. 5. The Word figmficatur, he 

rants, does import more than a ſhady Signi- 

cation. Now whatever that /ometbing, which 
is more than a Signification, is in this Gen- 
tleman's Opinion, the Euchariſt 1s both that 
Thing hemified, and the Figure of it. So that 
he muſt grant the Figure, and the Thing fi- 
gured, may be both preſent at the ſame Time, 
So inconſiſtent he is at every Turn: as indeed 
all will ever be in this, and all other Do- 
ctrines, in which they depart from the catho- 
licks Doctrine, which alone is conſiſtent with 
itfelf, And as there is viſibly a greater U- 
nion among Catholicks, than among Prote- 

| | ſtants 
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ſtants, in holding the ſame Articles of Faith, 
ſo there is in the Doctrines themſelves. 


After theſe Reflections, and what I have 5, Ambroſe 
ſhewed above from St. Ambroſe, where he eX- of 4 ſubſtantial 
reſſes the Euchariſt to be Chriſt's natural Change. 


ody, as clear as Words can ſpeak, I need 
not ſtay to produce any farther Citations from 
that —— Vet becauſe he has ſpoken 
ſo directly of a ſubſtantial Change, I will juſt 
mention one, or two Places. Thus he ex- 
preſly ſays, (Lit. a. Ap.) the Eucbariſt is not 
what Nature formed; that GREAT ER ts the 


. Power of Benediftion (or Conſecration) than of 


Nature; betauſe by the Benediftion even Nature 
is changed. Then he proves, and explains 
the Change, by the Change Moſes made of 
his Rod into a Serpent; and the Waters of 
Egypt being turned into Blood ; and then adds, 
what Mr. Johnen has omitted: if human Bleſ- 
ing was of ſo great Force, that it changed Na- 
ture, what do we ſay of the divine Conſecration 
itſelf, where the very Words of our Lord, and 
Saviour operate, &c. I put an &c. becauſe al- 
though he has more, much to the ſame Pur- 
poſe, yet if theſe will not do, I profeſs I cannot 
prove, that Bellarmin, or Suarez, hold a ſub- 
ſtantial Change. | 
Theſe very Places of St, Ambre/e ſhew alſo, 
how much Mr. Jobnſon impoſes upon his 
Reader, by ſaying, that where the Fathers 
ſpeak of the Change of the Elements, and en- 
rce the Belief of it, by appealing to the 
Miracles of Cbriſt, and Moſes, they might in- 
tend to argue, a majori ad minus. Page 258. 
if God can do the greater, much more can he do 
tbe le. How a ſerious Man can anſwer thus, I 
cannot comprehend, We have ſeen St. —_— 


I 4 plainly 


Fe. Cyril of a 
ſubſtantial 


Change. 


plainly argue directly otherwiſe, from the Pow- 
er of Chriſt, greater than that of Moſes. And 


though afterwards he ſeems to argue, a ma- 
ori ad minus, from the Creation out of nothing, 
to the Change of the Bread; yet he plainly 
expreſſes the Change to be no leſs ſubſtantial, 


and expreſly adds: it is no leſs io give Things 
a new Nature, than to change thair Natures. 
That is, it is not leſs to give them a new 


Subſtance by Creation, than to change their 


Subſtance. by Converſion. For Nature is 
here manjfeſtly taken, in both, for ſubſtantial 
Nature. ©: 366, Ws 

And it js ſo. far from being evident (as Mr. 
Zobn/on ſays). that the Argument of St. Cyril 
of Hieruſalem proceeds thus; that the very con- 
trary would have appeared evident to his En- 


_ gliſþ Reader, if he had cited the Place a lit- 


tle more at large. For when the Saint ſays, 
ſhall not Chrift much rather, &c. it is evident 


the Word rather does not affect the greater. 


miraculous Power, but only the. Occaſion, and 
Perſons in whoſe Favour, the Change was 
made. And his Meaning is plainly, that if 
Chriſt changed Water into Wine for | a bodily 
Marriage (copatnuy yeuo): we muſt believe 
he would make the like Change, much ra- 
ther for the Sous of the Bride- chamber. I am 
ynwilling to accuſe Mr. Jobnſon, whom I 
eſteem for his Learning, of dealing unfairly 
with Deſign... But as he has often omitted ve- 
ry material Expreſſions, ſo I am ſure he has 
often maimed the Senſe, and ſometimes re- 
22 it directly contrary to the plain 

eaning. Without accuſing him of wilful 
Forgery, I will only ſay, God preſerve us 
e from 


** = ll, | .* 


and St, Auſtin do aſſert Tranſubſtantiation , 
I 


"= (a) 
dlind Prejudices of Education, and every un- 
kappy Byaſs to Error, and Schiſm. 


What elſe could make him unwilling to sr. Gregory 


ewn, with Dr. Grabe cited here, Page 2 59.85, Cy of 
t. Cyril o 


Jeruſalem. 


that St. Gregory Nyſſen, and St. Cyril of Feru- 
falem ſeem clearly for a ſubſtantial Change. 
And it is very wonderful, that from this 
Saint's ſaying, the Body is given us under 
the Type of Bread, he ſhould think he ſeems 
to expreſs, that the Bread remains. For Type 
here muſt ſignify the Appearance, 'of Species of 
Bread, ſince the Saint does not only fay (as 
Mr. Jobnſon pretends) that it is not meer 
Bread, but alſo abſolutely adds: it is not 
Bread, though it appears Bread. Thus when 
we ſay of Orange-Wine, for Example: this 
is not common Wine or that the young Men 
at Chriſt's Sepulchre were not meer Men; we 
do not mean, that the one was Wine, or the 
other Men in Subſtance; eſpecially when af- 
terwards we expreſly ſay : that was not Wine, 
though it ſeemed to be Wine: and theſe ere 
not Men, though they appeared to be Men. 
But in fine, I ſhall leave St. CyriPs, and St. 
Gregory's Words to any impartial Reader. 
They are too clear to be either queſtioned, or 
explained. Even Mr. Jobnſon, after all, can 
ſcarce but own, that St. Gregory Nyſſen is for 
us. I will only obſerve, that both of them 
ſpeak upon the Matter in catechiſtical Diſ- 
courſes, in which they muſt be ſuppoſed to 
ſpeak according to the eſtabliſhed Doctrine 


of the Faithful. 


And henceI muſt own it looks very ſtrange Unrea/onadle 


to hear Mr. Jobnſon add, Page 261, that if 
St. Gregory, St. Cyril, St. Ambroſe, St. Hilary, 


he 


gains the Fu- 


6122) 
he declares be is ready to enter his Proteſt againſt 
them, What? can he, or any Moderns pre- 
tend to know the ancient Doctrine of the 
Church, better than thoſe venerable, and learn- 
ed Fathers? Is all his Veneration for them, 
come to this, that if they do not agree with 
his Notions, he will proteſt againſt them ? 
In vain he ſuppoſes they have ſhewed in other 
Places, that 'Tranſubſtantiation was not their 
ſettled Judgment, and that the Expreſſions 
where they favour it, proceeded from haſte, 
or inadvertency, or the ſudden Flaſh of a warm 
Imagination. For I have proved, that they 
every where held the Euchariſt to be Chriſt's 
natural Body. And the Expreſſions he hints 
at, were not Flaſhes, but their Doctrine in 
thoſe Places where they ſpeak the moſt at 
large, and the moſt diſtinctly of this Sub- 
ject. And this proteſting Diſpoſition is the 
more ſtrange, becauſe he grants in the ſame 
Page, it is very evident they generally owned an 
inviſible, myſterious Change. Now when they 
explain what this Change is, to declare he 
will prom againſt them, is extremely itra- 
tional; and as it is much like the wild Rant of 


Luther, that he cares not for a thouſand Am- 
 brofſes, a thouſand Auſtins, &c. ſo it leaves 
Socinians, Whiſtonians, and all others, a fair 
Way of diſpatching every Citation they do 
not like, by proteſting againſt them, and call- 
ing them 


dvertencies, and Flaſhes. 


SECT, 


SECT. IV. 


REMAREK S wpon the latter Part of 
Mr. Johnſon's Book, 


TIJAVING thus far conſidered the firſt 
half of Mr. Jobnſon's large Book, with 
particular Regard to the rea! Preſence , Nd 
Tranſubſtantiation ; and moſt of his Authori- 
ties having been already examined (not one, 
that I take to be of any Moment, omitted) 
and very few new ones occurring in the other 
Part, I ſhall be ſhort in my remaining Re- 
marks, For though he has ſeveral inconſi- 
ſtent, and wrong Notions all along, yet the 
chief Points of the latter Part of his! (viz, 
that the Euchariſt is a propitiatory Sacrifice 
that it is to be offered upon a proper Altar; that 
the Sacrificers are only Biſhops, and Prieſts ; that 
the Sixth of John ſpeaks of the Eucharift) as 
they are very unuſual Notions among Prote- 
ſtants, n almoſt in every Body's Ear, 
like down-right Popery, ſo they are allowed, 
and proved by Catholicks with moſt of the 
Arguments he uſes. | 
However, I will take the Pains to remark 
upon ſome Places, to ſhew how inconſiſtent 
he is wherever he goes off from catholick 
Tenets, and having returned a full Anſwer 


to his chief Objections from Theoderite, St. A. 
| ne Ibanaſius, 


( 124 ) 
thanafius, and Gelaſius, I will add, two or 
three general Reflections, and ſo conclude. 
Page 287, he quotes ſeveral Places of the 
Ancients ſpeaking. in the cleareſt Terms of 
praying for the Dead, But then he adds : 
the Ancients did not uſe theſe Prayers, as if they 
thought of a Purgatory ;, and that it is certain 
this laſt is a modern Invention, in compariſon of 
Oblations, and Prayers offered for the Dead. 
Here I cannot but wonder, how a Man of 
his Learning, can thus run 'into the vulgar 
Cant of every petty proteſtant Writer, in not 
diſtinguiſhing between meer Opinions of par- 
ticular Men; and what is believed as an Ar- 
ticle defined by the Council of Trent concern- 
ing a Purgatory. And I muſt fay, it is clear 
to a Demonſtration, that a Purgatory, as far 
as it is defined by that Council, cannot be de- 
nied by this Gentleman. For all that is de- 
fined by that Council of it, is, that there is to 
be granted a third State, in which the Dead 
may be helped by the Oblations, and Prayers 
of the Living. What that Place, where it 
is, or what the Pains, is not defined. Now 
he grants, the Ancients prayed for them, and 
thought them capable of an Encreaſe of Light, 
and Refreſhment. Page 288. And pray tell 
me; to be capable of Refreſhment, is it not 
to be capable of being helped? To procure 
Eaſe, 11 Light to thoſe who want it, is it 
not to help them? He adds indeed, that Dr. 
Whitby has fully proved, that the Ancients be- 
lieved Souls are not admitted to Heaven till 
the Day of Judgment. But this, is a very 
different Controverſy from that of Purgatory. 
For whether Souls are admitted, or not ad- 
mitted to Heaven till then, till if in the In- 
| | terim 
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terim they are in a State of being helped to 
an Encreaſe of Refreſhment by Prayers, they 
are in Purgatory. I will only add, that 1 
wonder Dr. #hitby's Notions of the Eucha- 
riſt, and original Sin, have not made this 
Gentleman more cautious of countenancing 
his bold Aſſertions, in a Thing of this Na- 
ture eſpecially, where it. is evident, that the 
Ancients looked upon many to be already in 
Heaven, | 


Page 299, he alſo calls private Maſſes a mo- private Maſs. 


dern Corruption of the Church of Rome. Here- 
upon I will only obſerve in ſhort, 1. that it 
evidently appears from his Principles here, 
that this Sacrifice may, and always was offer- 
ed for the abſent ; and that whether few, or 
many be preſent, is manifeſtly no more than 
an accidental Circumſtance, and a meer Point 
of Diſcipline. 2. That it looks very odd for a 
Church of England Man, to call that modern, 
which is a Practice unqueſtionably of many 
hundred Years ſtanding, before their Eugliſb 
Liturgy was ever thought of. | 


Page 335. he miſinterprets St. Paul to the Maſs in Latin 


Corinthians, chap. xiv. of praying in an un- 
known Tongue, as may be ſeen demonſtrated 
in the Rheims Notes. I will only obſerve, 
that in whatever Tongue the Liturgy ' was 
ſaid in thoſe early Times, it is impoſſible to 
imagine, but ſome of different Nations were 
ſometimes preſent at publick Prayers.” Con- 
ſequently ſome could not ſay Amen, or ſhew 
their Conſent, but in as much as they knew 
the Subſtance, though not each Particular 
which was ſaid. And thus Catholicks can 
now join with the Prieſt, though they under- 
ſtand not Latin. It is therefore a very — 
08 ea 
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Zeal, that makes him ſay, he trembles to think, 


what account the Church of Rome will have 
to give to God, for ſaying Maſs in Latin. 
After all that can be ſaid on this Subject, it 
is evidently no more than a Point of Diſci- 
pline, to have publick Service in this, or that 

ge: as every Man of Senſe muſt own; 
and at the ſame Time own, that in Points 
of Diſcipline, the Church muſt be obeyed. 


And therefore thoſe ought rather to tremble, 


who make this a common, and crying Rea- 
ſon of ſeparating from the Church, and coun- 
tenancing themſelves, and others in Schiſm 
upon this Account, which is clearly as meer 
a Point of exteriour Diſcipline, as uſing a 
bs © Surplice. | 

d. he adds, we are equally to blame, if 
not more, in denying the Cup to the Laity. 
Here he muſt own, that if only equally, then 
this is equally a Point of Diſcipline only, in 
which conſequently the Church is to be obey- 
ed. And however he takes it, he muſt own, 
that it is not eſſential to the Sacrifice, to give 
the Cup to all preſent. For it is evident, all 
preſent did not always communicate with the 
Sacrificer. And as to giving the conſecrated 
Bread ſeparately without the Cup, beſides ſe- 
veral Inſtances of it in Antiquity, it is clear, 
that in the catholick Belief, the Blood of Chriſt 


is no leſs in the one, than in both the Spe- 


cies. Whereas in his Scheme Chriſt's Body, 
and Blood, as we have ſeen, is really in neither 
of them. And he muſt in his own Principles 
rant, that the Generality of the Church of 
ngland, having Notions contrary to his Do- 
Etrine, do not conſecrate, or offer, or even pre- 
tend to offer, nay poſitively maintain they do 
ä not 
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not offer a true Sacrifice z and conſequently do 
not only deprive the Laity of a Part, but of 
the whole Sacrifice. It is therefore for that 
Church, and for his own 1 to be 
in Communion with it, that he ought to 
tremble. Nor indeed can I apprehend, that 
any reaſonable Man can make the Controver- 
ſy of Communion in one kind, any juſt Rea- 
ſon of ſeparating from the catholick Church. 
For whoever inſiſts upon this particular Con- 
troverſy, as a diſtin Point from others, 
muſt argue upon the Unlawfulneſs of Com- 
munion 1n one kind, even ſuppoſing the Do- 
ctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. Now Tranſub- 
ſtantiation being ſuppoſed, there can poſſibly 
be nothing more than a meer Point of Diſci- 
pline, in Communion under one kind. For 
the whole, in this Doctrine, is in each kind ; 
and that the promiſed Fruit, and Advantage 
is received by either, is very clear; ſince 
Chriſt ſpeaking of the Species of Bread alone, 
lays, he that eats me — ſhall live. He that eat- 
eib this Bread, ſhall live for ever, John vi. And 
though there is a poſitive Ordinance for thoſe 
who are the proper Sacrificers, as Prieſts, to 
receive both Kinds, yet there is no ſuch Pre- 
cept upon every Communicant. 


But as I defign a particular Diſcourſe upon A groſs Calum 


this Subject, I will ſay no more of it at pre- 
ſent: only, that I muſt not omit to take no- 
tice, that Mr. 7obnſon is very ſtrangely miſ- 
informed, by thoſe who told him: he ſays, 
that in many Places we give unconſecrated 
Wine, in ſuch a Manner, that People are 
perſuaded they receive the very Blood of their 
Redeemer. It looks very unfair in him to 
ſeem inclined to believe fo groſs a a "+ 


(728) 
ſince our Catechiſms; and all Books 6n the 
Subjett, very plainly declare, that the Church 
does, and the Reaſons why it does deny the 
confecrated Cup to the Laity. With what Ju- 
ſtice then could he ſay of that Calumny, if it 
be true, ſince he might ſo eaſily know, from 
the moſt ignorant Catholicks, and could ſcarce 


Poſſibly avoid knowing from any Books on 


theſe Subjects, that it is a moſt malicious Fal- 
ſity? The unconſecrated Wine, which is gi- 
ven upon ſome Occaſions, is well known te 
be meer Wine, and only to facilitate the ſwal- 
lowing the conſecrated Hoſt, which might 
otherwiſe be difficult to ſome People. 

But paſſing over theſe, and the like inci- 
dent Matters, I will now take notice in two 
or three Inſtances, that his Citations in this 
latter Part of his Book, do ſtill recoil upon 
him, and evidently ſhew, that the Ancients be- 
lieved the Euchariſt to be Chriſt's natural Body. 


Optatus Mile- Thus Page 302. he cites a Paſſage from Op- 


vitanus. 


tatus Milevitanus, where this antient Writer 


ſpeaks of the Impiety of the Donatiſts, in 
break ing the Altars of the Catholicks, on 
ro hich the Vows of the People, and the Members 
of Chriſt have been born. (Lit. a. Ap.) And in 
another Place, he calls the Altar the Seat of 
the Body of Chriſt. (Lit. c. Ap.) Nothing can 
be here dd leſs, than Chriſt's natural 
Body. For we may defy Mr. Jobnſon to 
ſhew, that this Expreſſion , the Members of 
Chriſt”s Body, is ever taken for any Thing, but 
either literally for his natural Body, or meta- 
phorically. for the Faithful. And fure Opta- 
tus did not mean, the Faithful had been laid 
upon the Altars. . And when he calls it the 
Scat of Chriſt's Body, he plainly ſnews, * 
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he' meant Chriſt's natural Body, which may 
properly have a Seat upon the Altar, as we 


have ſeen St. Chryſoſtom , expreſſing the Be- 


lief of the Church, telling us, that the fame 
Body is on-the Altar, which was in the Man- 
ger, and is now in Heaven. 

St. Baſil, cited Page 316. declares, he that 3, Ba fl. 
receives, receives the whole in every Part, (Lit. 
d. Ap.) What Senſe can there be in theſe 
Words, but in the catholick Principles, that 
the Body of Chriſt is entire in the whole Eu- 
chariſt, and in every Part? He affirms here, 
what other Fathers have conſidered as a great 
Prodigy, which would be very ridiculous in 
the proteſtant Notions. For there is not even 
the Appearance of Difficulty, or Wonder, how 
a repreſentative Body can be entire in each 
Part of the Elements. And St. Baſil had ſaid 
before in the Appendix, that the Euchariſt 
is the Body of our Lord, who gave himſelf for 
us, — and of the only Son of God, (Lit. a. Ap.) 
And certainly theſe are very perſonal Ex- 
preſſions. 

But though I omit ſeveral other Citations, 
which thus recoil upon him, yet I muſt not 
omit , that which he brings Page 383. he 
introduces it with theſe prefatory Words : 
« Thoſe Words of St. Cyril, and of the whole 
« Synod of Alexandria, and which are repeat- 
« ed, by St. Cyril, in his Explication of the 
« eleventh Anathematiſm, Page 440. of Bi- 
e zius, Vol. II. are of the greateſt Force, and 
% Authority, as being read, and approved 
« by the third general Council, held at E- 
6 pheſus. n 
Let us then hear the Fathers of Epheſus. Council of E- 
The Words are: we celebrate the unbloody Life- pheſus. 

K giving 
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giving Sacrifice in'the Churches, believing that, 
*wbich lies in open View, to be the Body, not of a 
common Man, ſuch as our el ves (as likewiſe the 
ꝓPrerious Blood) but receiving it rather as Chriſt®s 
own "Body, and as the Blood of the Word, which 
quickentth all Things: for common Fleſh cannot 
give Liſe; and of this our Saviour is a Witneſs, 
ſaying, that the Fleſh profiteth not, but it is the 
Spirit which quitkeneth ; for becauſe it is made 
the Word's on Heſb, therefore it is concetved to 
be-quickening, and is ſo. 

Theſe Words, do not only prove, that the 
Sixth of St. Jabn ſpeaks of the Euchariſt, but 
alſo they explain how'Chriſt ſays of the Eu- 
chariſt, that it is the Spirit which quickeneth ; 
and ſhew unanſwerably, that it is the ' own, 
natural Body of Chriſt, to which the Divini- 
ty is perſonally united. And upon this, and 
the like Authorities, I muſt have leave to uſe 
the ſame Words, in which Mr. Jobnſon ſpeaks 
of Dr. Claget , Page 399. Nothing could 
„have driven a Perſon of ſo clear a Head, 
and ſo penetrating a Judgment (as Mr. Fohn- 
* /on ) upon ſuch Inconſiſtences as theſe, but 
ga miſplaced Zcal for a popular Error. For 
% ſo, I hope, I may by this Time have leave 
to call it.“ 

I have deferred till now, to give a more 
full, and particular Anſwer to thoſe three Ci- 
tations, which Mr. Johnſon, and other Pro- 
teſtants ſcem chicfly to inſiſt upon, againſt 
IJ ranſubſtantiation. Not that J ever thought 
they contain any great Difficulty; but ſince 
they are often urged as ſuch, I thought it 
proper to conſider them all together, rather 
than to interrupt the other Remarks. And in 
K Janſwer, that ſu — two, — 
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Places of the Ancients, upon ſo ſublime 4 
Subject, ſhould be allowed to ſeem. contrary 
to us, yet as Mr. Jobnſon ſays, upon another 
Occaſion, Page 277. what are theſe, if put in 
the Scale, againſt ſo many, and clear Proofs, as 
I have produced, that the Fathers, by Chriſt*s 
Body; underſtood the Euchariſt to be Chriſt 
himſelf, the eternal Word, and his natural, 
ſubſtantial, perſonal Body, which ſuffered, 


and roſe again? 


The firſt of theſe Places, is, that which has Theodorits 
been conſidered already, and now it remains nſwered. 


to ſhew ſtill farther, that where Theodor ite ſays 3 
the Symbols depart not from. their Nature, 
but remain in their former Subſtance, he does 
not take thoſe: Words in the ſtrict Senſe of 
Subſtance, as it is diſtint from Accidents. 
This indeed appears abundantly. from what. 
I ſaid above, eſpecially Page 38, 39, and 
40. of theſe Remarks. Nor is it ſtrange we 
ſhould fay, the Word qi, or Nature, ſhould 
be ſometimes taken for the Nature of Acci- 
dents. Mr. Jabnſon, we have ſeen; has proved 
this to our Hand. And though the EAI 
Word Subſtance is perhaps never taken for an 
Accident, yet the Greek Word gcia is certain- 
ly of a larger Import, and uſed, as every. one 
knows, to ſignify the Eſſence, or Being of ei- 
ther Subſtances, or Accidents. Accidents 
have their proper Nature, as well as Sub- 
ſtances. And in Greek it would be very pro- 
pt to ſay, they have both @uaw ,t Now 

anſwer, that Theodorite maniteſtly means on- 
ly by the Words Nature, and: Subſtence in this 
Place, that. the natural Properties of Bread 
remain. And this, however ſtrange it may 


ſeem to an Eugliſb Reader, or one who 
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minds only the bare Sound of the Words, yet 
I make no Difficulty to fay, it is manifeſt to 
one who reads it attentively. For if we un- 
derſtand him to mean, not the Subſtance, but 
only the Properties of Bread, he ſufficiently 
anſwers the Argument of the Entychians ; and 
if he means the very Subſtance of Bread, he 
makes both himſelf, and his Adverſary intole- 
rably impertinent, becauſe then Theodorite's 
Argument muſt ſtand thus: as there are tub 
ſubſtantial Natures in the Eucharift, ſo there are 
two in Chriff, Which certainly would be a 
very impertinent Reaſoning, if neither he, nor 
his Adverſaries believed it to be the Doctrine 
of Catholicks, that both the Subſtance of 
Bread, and the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body are 
in the Euchariſt. Nor could the Zutychians 
frame even the Appearance of an Argument 
againſt Catholicks, if it had been the Beliet 
of Theodorite, and the known Doctrine of the 
Church, that Bread remained after Conſecra- 
tion. For let me aſk, would not a Man be 
ridiculous, if knowing Mr. Johnſon's Opinion 
of the Euchariſt, he ſhould -argue againſt him 
thus : as you grant Bread does not remain after 
Conſecration ; ſo the human Nature does not re- 
main in Chrift after the Union ? Would it not 
be ridiculous to ſay ; he grants that, which he 
expreſly denies? So that this very Place, if 
rightly conſidered, is a clear Proof, that Ca- 
tholicks believed the Subſtance of Bread did 
nor remain. | 

On the other hand, ſuppoſing they be- 
heved Bread did not remain, yet ſince the 
ſenſible Properties of Bread remain, Theodorite 
may very juſtly reply, that the Eutycbian is 
catght in the Net himſelf has woven, For though 
n 8 a there 
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there is ſome Appearance of an Argument, 
in ſaying, that as the Conſecration makes the 
Bread no longer remain, ſo the hypoſtatical 
Union, deſtroys, or conſumes the human Na- 
ture; yet ſtill it is but an Appearance of an 
Argument for them, and a ſolid one againſt 
them. For they maintained, that the Pro- 
perties of human Nature did not remain after 
the Union; nor did they pretend, that the na - 
tural Properties remained without the Na- 
ture itſelf. ' Theodorite*'s Anſwer therefore is 
this: that as the Properties of Bread remain, 
ſo they muſt-grant, the Properties of human 
Nature remain, if they will needs have a Com- 
pariſon between the Euchariſt , and the In- 
carnation ; and conſequently , that they are 
caught in the Net themſelves have woven, 
Whereas if Tranſubſtantiation had then been 
denied by Catholicks, neither the Eutychians, 
nor Theodorite for them, could have made 
even the Appearance of an Argument from 
the Change of the Elements, without. making 
themſelves perfectly ridiculous, And now 
adding theſe Reflections, to thoſe in the Pla- 
ces mentioned of theſe Remarks, I cannot but 
on it ſeems to me a great Weakneſs, to make 
ſuch a Noiſe, as is often made, upon this Place 
of Theodorite. | 
The ſecond great pretended Authority a- Gel/fius an- 
gainſt us, is from Gelaſius, which Mr, Zobn-/wered. 
/on,\ Page 186. calls a celebrated Place, cited 
hy all ibat write; againſt Tranſubſtantiation. In 
his Tranſlation it ſtands thus: the Sacraments 
of. the Body, and Blood of Chriſt, are certainly a 
divine Tbing; for - which - Reaſon alſo, by means 
of them, we are made Pariaters of, the divine 
Nature; and get the Subſtance, or Nature of 
* K 3 "the 
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the Bread, and Wine continue; and ceriainly an 
Image, or Similitude of the Body, and Blood of 
Chrif is celebrated in the myſterious Action. 
They [the Bread, and Wine] paſs into a divine 
Subſtance, their proper Nature remaining, by the 
Efficacy of the Holy Gho#, 

I ſuppoſe this Gelaſius is called, by Mr. 
Jobnſon, Biſhop of Rome, to make a more for- 
midable Head againſt us. Bellarmine, and 
others, would have taught him, that this was 
à very different Man, from the Pope of that 
Name; and ſome give a very harſh Account 
of him. But whoever he is, whatever Er- 
rors he has upon other Points, he is no Ene- 
my to us in this. And the Anſwer is evident, 
from theſe very Words, which are ſo much 
urged, For he uſes the Word Subſtance, both 
of the Elements, and of Chriſt's Body. If 
therefore, that Word-be taken in both Places 
in the ſame Senſe, then his Meaning will be, 
that in the Euchariſt there is both the Sub- 
ſtance of Bread, and the Suhſtance of Chriſt's 
Body. Which is againſt Mr. Jobnſon. Con- 
fequently he cannot ſay, the Word is taken 
in both Places, in the ſtrict Senſe of Sub- 
ſtance, as diſtinct from Accidents. Now I 
fay, there is clearly more Reaſon to take the 
Word Subſtance ſtrictly, when he ſays, the E- 
lements paß into the divine Subſtante, than 
when he ſays, the Subſtance of Bread re- 
mains. 1. Becauſe he ſays, Subſtance or Na- 
ture of Bread: as if he had» foreſeen, that a 
greater Stir might be made of the Word $ub- 
ftance, than of the Word Nature; and there- 
fore explains, that he means Nature; which 
Word Mr. Zobnſon owns; is often uſed for 


Properties, and Accidents; And what Mr, 
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Jobnſon tranſlates, their proper Nature remain- 
ing, ſhould. have been fairly render'd, their 
Nature remaining in its Properly. In Latin it 
is, permanente in, ſud, proprietate naturd. As. 
if he had ſaid, it remains in its Property, ar 
as to its Property. And thus any Catholick 
may ſay, Bread remains in its Froperty, 
tho? not in its ſtrift Subſtance. For this im- 
ports no more, than that it continues Bread 
in Appearance, and as to the ſenſible, and 
natural Properties of Bread, 2. Becauſe we 
have ſeen a much greater Number of Ex- 
prefſions in _= e Fathers, importing that the 

the ſubſtantial, Body of Chriſt ; 

than that it remains ſubſtantial Bread. And 
therefore it is to he preſumed, that this Au- 
thor is in the ſame Sentiments. 3. He is ar- 
guing againſt; the Eulycbians, and as I ob- 
ſerved of Theadorite (whom Gelaſius ſeems here 
to have copied) it is ſufficient againſt the Eu- 
Hebians, that the natural Qualities, or Pro- 
perties of Bread remain. For then the Eu- 
chariſt will. be a very good Inſtance to ſhew, 
how we may conceive the divine Nature, does 
not deſtroy the human in tbe Sacrament (for 
ſo Gelaſius 1 of the Incarnation ; as the 
divine Subſtance is in the Euchariſt, without 
deſtroying the natural Properties of Bread, 
Whereas, if it was the known Belief of the 
Church, that Chriſt's Subſtance was not in 
the Euchariſt, it would be ſtrangely imperti- 
nent, to pretend to explain, how the divine 
Nature does not deſtroy the human, by in- 
ſtancing in a Myſtery, where the divine Na- 
ture is not. For, 4. His Argument is clear- 
ly this: as the divine Subſtance in the Eu- 


chariſt does not deſtroy the Nature of Bread: 
K 4 ſo 
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ſo the divine Nature in Chriſt does not de- 
{troy the human. Now the Force of this In- 


ſtance, or Parity from the Euchariſt, muſt 
conſiſt in this; that as both Catholicks and 
Eutychians did agree, that the divine Nature 
remain*d after the Union; ſo they were a- 
greed, that the divine Nature was in the 
Euchariſt. The direct Force of the Inſtance 
is in their agreeing, that the divine Subſtance 
is in both Myſteries. And therefore the 


Word Subſtance muſt be taken ſtrictly, when 
ſpoken of the divine Nature, rather than 


when ſpoken of Bread. For taking it leſs 
ſtrictly when ſpoken of Bread, ſtill the Ar- 


gument will hold good; becauſe it will ex- 


plain, how the Properties of human Nature 
remain after the Union, as the Properties of 
Bread are not deſtroy'd by Conſecration, 
Whereas taking it leſs ſtrictly, when ſpoken 
of the divine Subſtance, it will not have any 


Appearance of an Argument for Catholicks, 


Nay it will have a great Appearance againſt 
them. For it will ſtand thus: as the divine 
Nature in the Euchariſt, is only there in Re- 
reſentation, and Power, but not in real Sub- 
tance; ſo the human Nature is in Chriſt in 
Appearance, but not in real Subſtance. So 
that upon the whole, as I ſaid of the Place 
of Theedenite, I add of this, that it is a Weak- 
neſs to make ſuch a Noiſe of it, fince, even 
in Sound, it only favours Lutherans, and in 
Reality when rightly conſider'd, it is not fo 
clear in any thing, as in ſuppoſing, that the 
Euchariſt was allowed, both by Catholicks, 
and Eutychians, to be Chriſt's perſonal, and 
divine Subſtance, FRE IO 


The 
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The third Authority is what Mr. Jobnſon, St. Athanaſius 
pag. 187. calls, an unanſwerable Evidence a- ßer d. 
gainſt Tranſubſtantialiun. For, ſays he, it 
proves that Chriff never intended to give his 
w1/ible Body to be eaten. But as Mens Judg- 
ments differ extremely, ſo it is to me, an un- 
anſwerable Evidence on the contrary, that 
he defign'd to give his viſible Body, though 
not in a viſible Manner. The Words, as he 
tranſlates them, are: Chrift predicates of him- 
ſelf (John vi.) both Fleſh, and Spirit; and di- 
ſtinguiſhes one from the other, that Believers ma 
learn, what of him is viſible, and what ii 
ble; for what he ſays, is not carnal, but ſpiri- 
tual. For how many, or rather how few, would 
his Body have ſatisfy*d, if it had been to be 
eaten, that this ſhould be an Entertainment for 
the. whole world? Therefore he reminds them of 
the Son of Man's Aſcent into Heaven, that be 
might draw them off from corporeal Notions ; 
and that they might learn, that the Fleſh ſpoken 
of, was heavenly ſpiritual Food, given by him : 
or what I have ſpoken, ſays he, is Spirit and 
Life; as if he had ſaid, the [body] which is 
ſhewed, and given for the World, ſhall be given 
for Food, fo as to be ſpiritually diſtributed to, 
or, in every one, as a Preſervative to the Reſur- 
reftion of eternal Life. (Lit. a. Ap.) 
This had been long fince propoſed by Peter 
Martyr, as an unanſwerable Argyment, bur 
clearly anſwer'd by Bellarmine, and others. 
And here I muſt obſerve, that Mr, 7ohnfon 
ſcarce ever takes Notice of our Anſwers, as 
a fair Adverfary ought to have done. We 
anſwer then, 1. That it is very true, the eat- 
ing Chriſt's Body muſt not be taken carnal- 
ly, as the Capbarnaites did, that is, as divided 
| into 
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into Morſels, like common dead Fleſh. For 
thus it could not, without another Miracle, 
have ſufficed the whole World. But what is 
this againſt thoſe, who hold it is indiviſibly 
taken, and entire in every part of the Eu- 
chariſt? 2. We grant, the Body of Chriſt is 
ſpiritual Food, not only becauſe it feeds the 
Soul, but alſo becauſe it is animated with the 
Life, and Soul, and-Divinity of Chriſt. Thus 
Catholicks frequently call. it Spiritual; thus 
St. Bernard, who moſt certainly was a Catho- 
lick, ſays Chriſt's Body is eaten /piruually, 
And, as Mr. Jobhnſan obſerves often, that cal- 
ling the Sacrifice ſpiritual, does not at all 
hinder it from being a real material Sacrifice 
ſo calling it ſpiritual, does not exclude the 
real, ſubſtantial Body. And it is ſpiritually 
diſtributed, becauſe entire in each Part, and 
not like Morſels of common Fleſh. Spir:- 
tually as to the Manner, tho* truly in Sub- 
ſtance, Thus St. Hilary calls the Conception 
of Chriſt ſpiritual, not excluding the Reality, 
but to ſignify the ſupernatural Manner. Thus 
St. Epiphanius ſays, Enoch was ſpiritually tran- 
ſlated, that is miraculoufly, and in a way 
more like to that of a Spirit, than of a Body, 
Sc. 3. Chriſt's minding them of his Aſcen- 
ſion, was to withdraw them from that carnal 
Notion. of eating his Body by Morſels; and 
the Senſe is: that he will give the ſame Bo- 
dy, which ſhall aſcend in Glory, and by that 
ſame Power, which ſhall make his Body a- 
ſcend, as If it were a Spirit, free from the 
lumpiſh Weight of common Fleſh; ſo I will 
give it in a ſpiritual. Manner, not by Morſcls, 
in the groſs Way you apprehend, but entire. 
The Body I will give, is that, in which I ſhall 


aſcend, , 
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aſcend, and which was {ſays St, Athamſius 
here) , and given for the World, And 
what Body was that, but his natural Body? 
4. In fine, we have farther Proof, that this 
was St. AT hanuaſius's Sentiment, from the Words 
tranſlated by Mr. Jobaſan, P. 166. Ni the 
Body to which Gad fays, ft ibou an my right 
Hand; to which i Devil, with his wc 
Powers, was an Enemy: as also the Jews, and 
Gentiles: y zubich' ¶ body] be is walled the 
Hib-Prieſt, and Apoſtle, by means,of the My- 
ſtery, which he delivered to us, when be Aid, 
this is ny Body. (Lit. d. Ap.) Upon citi 
theſe Words, Mr. Zoby/ou adds: Me makes 4 
Bady in the Sacrament tht ſame, in ſome * 
with that, which ſits at God's " Hand... 
why muſt he add, in ſome Senſe * The Saint 
affirms abſolutely, it is that Body. And left 
that one Expreſſion might not be ſufficient, 
to ſhew he means the natural Body, there fol- 
lows, that it is the Body to which the Devil, 
Fews, and Gentiles were Enemies, Which 
Words do not only in /ome manner, but in 
the ſtrongeſt Manner expreſs his natural Body. 
Which is farther confirm'd by the Words, 
which conclude the Citation in the Original, 
though omitted here in Engli ſi by Mr, John · 
ſon, as he often omits Engliſhing ſuch Words, 
as would make his Arguments vaniſh , 
even prove directly againſt him. The Words 
are: but the Dipinity has neither Body, nor 
Blood, Here we mult obſerve, St. Atbanaſius 
is proving;' that Chriſt had 2 true Body. This 
he proves from the Words, ſit on my right 
Hand, becauſe ſitting in a certain Place, be- 
longs to à Body, and not to the divine Na- 
ture. He confirms this, by Chriſt's an 
18 
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his Body as a Prieſt, when he faid: his is 


my Body. Where Bellarmine very rightly ob- 
ſerves, MR if he had not meant a true, na- 
tural, ſubſtantial Body, he would rather have 
roved, than diſproved" the Notion of thoſe 
eretieks, who * — that Chriſt had the 
Figure of a Body, or a reprefentative Body, 
but deny*d he had a true Body. 
And here I will take this Occaſion to re- 
mark again more fully, that a Heretick, who 
would deny that Chriſt had a true Body, 


might give as good an Anſwer to all the 


Places of Scripture, and Fathers to the con- 
trary, as Mr. Jobnſon does to the Proofs of 
Chriſt's ſubſtantial Body in the Euchariſt. 

He might as juſtly anſwer: they are all to be 
underſtood of a figurative, repreſentative Bo- 
dy, a Body which in Power and Effect was 
a human Body, but not in Subſtance. He 
might ſay of that Phantom of a Body, or, if 
he pleaſed, of a Body of Air, that it was 
called by the Scriptures, and Fathers, a hu- 
man Body, becauſe it was, by the inviſible 
Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, made as power- 
ful and effectual, as a — Body could be, 

if Chriſt had really and ſubſtantially had one. 
Thus repeating Word for Word what Mr. 
Febnfon ſays, + Res 177. and throughout his 
Book, of the Euchariſt being called Chriſt's 
Body. Thus he might adapt Hs whole Scheme, 

and prove it exactly after the ſame Manner. 
For Example, as Mr. Jobnſon argues, that the 

Euchariſt is not Chriſt's natural Body, be- 

cauſe it is called a Figure, a Type, a Simili- 
tude, a Myſtery, a Sacrament; &c. ſo the He- 

retick might prove his Syſtem of Chriſt's 


Phantom or Body of Air, from the Scriptures: 
ſaying, 
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faying, that Chriſt was made into the Simili- 
tude, or Liłeneſ of Men, and found, in Habit 
or Shape," as Man, and from the Fathers cal- 
ling his Incarnation a Myſtery, a Sacrament, 
&c. and might ſafely defy any one to bring 
ſtronger Expreſſions of a ſubſtantial human 
Nature in Chriſt, than we bring to prove, 
that by Body in the Euchariſt is meant his 
ſubſtantial. Body. And therefore I cannot 
but think Mr. Fobnſon's Scheme, and indeed 
all others beſides the Catholick Doctrine of 
the Euchariſt, is very dangerous upon this 
very Account, that they cannot be main- 
tain'd, but with ſuch Explications of the 
ſtrongeſt Expreſſions, we meet with in the pri- 
mitive Writers, as would (it allowable) de- 
| ſtroy the very Fundamentals of Chriſtianity. 
For it is very plain, that if theſe Words (and 
theſe, and the like we have ſeen perpetually 
uſed by the Ancients of the Euchariſt) if, I 
ſay, theſe Words, The Eucharift is that Body 
which Chrift took of the Bleſſed Virgin; and in 
which he ſuffered, and roſe again, do not ex- 
preſs it to be his ſubſtantial Body, then theſe 
and the like Expreſſions, born of the Virgin 
Mary; fuffered under Pontius Pilate, c. do 
not import a human Body. 


As this regards Mr. Jobnſon's Syſtem in ge- Inconſiftent ar- 


A will add a Word or two more, tog from the 
eral, ſo I will add : 0% %, Bread, 


ſhew in general, as I have done in particu- Type, Figure, 


lar Occaſions, how inconſiſtently he argues &. 
from the Words Bread, Type, Figure, & c. And 
it is very obſervable, that the ſame Places 
which call the Euchariſt Bread, do alſo call 
it Chriſt's Body. So that it is evident the 
Word Bread, preciſely taken, does no more 


prove that Bread remains, than the Word 
Boch 


Heſychius. 
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Body proves it to be Chriſt's ſubſtantial Body. 
If:Bread juſtifies his Inference, Body juſtifies 
ours: And even the Places, — 
in the Euchariſt” is called both Bread, and 
Body, may ſbem to favour the Lutherans, 
yo it is very (inconſiſtent in this Gentleman, 

to unge them againſb us; ſince the Anſwer, 
he muſt make to the Lutherans, will evident- 
y:ſhew; they are not againſt us. For Ex- 
ample : the. Place he cites, pag. 438. from 
Hahns, on Leait. viii; and which he calls a 
peremptumy Declaration againſt Tranſubſtantia- 
tin. Where the Scripture ſays, Moſes and 
his Sons are to eat the Bread, with 
the He; this, ſays Hefychtus, was done, 1. 
indelligerenms nos, illud ab eo myſterium dici, 
quod: iu punis, & caro eſi; that we- migbtun- 
devftand, thati myſtery” to ls here meant by bim, 
{Moſes} which io ate ſamt time, both Bread, 
ant Ne. Nowis it not evident, that how- 
ever this might ſound from a Lutheran, it 
muſt appear very weak from this Gentleman? 
Does not he explain fchebius, by adding that 
he means, Bread in Subſtance, Fleſh in My- 
feery? and is it not ſtrange, he does not ſee 
we can alſo ſay; he means Bread in 
ance, Fleſh in Subſtance ? And where is then 
the Peremptorineſs of this Place? Where is 
the Equity of framing. ſuch Arguments a- 
gainſt us? 


In the like Manner it is no leſs :abonkſent, | 


weak, and unfair, to infer from the Words 
Miſtry, Type, &e. that it is not Chriſt's per- 

ſonal-Body.. For as Mr. Johnſon complains, 
Page 178. that this Adverſaries ſuppoſe, that, 


when mention is made of a /p:ritual Sacrifice, 


— nothing is thereby meant, but 
ſomething 


(143 ) 
ſomething, that is not real, but meerly figura- 
tive; and that the Word ſpiritual bas a Kind 
of annibilating Power, and can turn any Words, 
that it comes near, into meer empty Sounds; we 
may alſo complain, that he ſuppoſes there is 
a Kind of annihilating Power, in the Words 
Type, Myſtery, &c. whereas it is evident, that 
as theſe Words do not hinder the Euchariſt 
from being a real Sacrifice, and the real Body 
of Chriſt ; ſo they do not deny the Euchariſt 
to be his ſubſtantial Body : which though T 
have ſufficiently ſhewed in ſeveral of the fore- 
going Remarks, yet I will add a Place of St. 
Chryſotom, in which he explains, in what Senfe 
the Ancients uſed the Words /piritual, Myſte. 
ry, Sacr#ment, &c. of the Euchariſt, His 
Words, as cited by Mr. Jobnſon, Page 20g. 
ate, it is called a Myſtery, when wwe look not 
al what" due fee, but when we ſee one Thing, 
and believe it to be another. (Lit. d. Ap.) I 
kgow the Saint applies this to Baptiſm too; 
nor do I cite it now for a Proof, that Bread 
does not remain, but as a Proof that the 
Word Myſtery does not exclude Reality; and 
that it only imports, that the Euchariſt is the 
Body of Chriſt in an inviſible Manner; but 
does by no means exclude the inviſible Thing. 
from being a real Subſtance. 

In the ſame Page are theſe Words of St. 
Chryſoſtom : We ſhould miderſtand all this my- 
ſtically, and ſpiritually — they are Spirit, and 
they are Life ;' that is, they are divine, and ſpi- 
ritual Things : what then, is not his Fleſh, 
Fleſh ? Les: aſſuredly. (Lit. y. Ap.) And as 
we have ſeen, that he clearly means his ſub- 
ſtantial natural Fleſh, ſo I will only add, that 
(Lit. o. Ap.) he expreſly ſays, that we muſt 

| not 


St. Chryſo- 
ſtom. 
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not think it is Bread, but that the Subſtance 
of Bread ceaſes; as the Subſtance of Wax 
ceaſes, by being eonſumed by the Fire, ſo the | 
Subſtance of Bread ceaſes, and is conſumed | 
by the Subſtance of the Body, 
M.. Johnſon's Another general Remark to be made, is 
__—— that as Mr. Jobnſon perpetually confutes him- 
Z with the Au. ſelf, where he is oppolite to Catholicks, ſo 


* after all the great Things he ſeems to ſay of 
the Euchariſt, he in Reality ſays nothing, ; 
that can either come up to, or be conſiſtent N 
with what the Ancients ſay of it. He tells 
us, Page 224. ſpeak ing of Dr. Pelling, and | 
Dr. More, that Men, who are much under the { 

Power of Religion, cannot ſatisfy themſelves ; 
with the cold, and jejune Account, which the / 
Generality of the Church of England give of 4 
the Euchariſt; nor with the fanqiſul Inventi- - 
ons of Luther, and Calvin; and therefore ra- þ 
ther indulge themſelves in Imaginations of their b 
own, and contriving ſome new Hypothgþs, * 
which may better ſatisfy them, both — it - 
is new, and their own, How much this is his 1 
Caſe, I ſhall leave the Reader to determine. ſe 
But, ſure I am, a ſerious Enquirer can never * 
be: ſatisfied, but by the. catholick Doctrine; 2 
and that his Scheme is as far from that of the * 
Ancients, as thoſe of the Lutherans, and Cal- 
viniſts, which he juſtly calls, odd, and incon- * 
gruous. To make this appear in one View, th 
let us place in oppoſite Columns, the Sub- 1 
ſtance of what he, and what the Fathers ſay. E 
Cl 

he 

to: 


( 


Mr. JOHNSON 


SAYS: 


The Eutharift is 
not the Subſtance, but 
the Repreſentative of 
Chrift's Body; de- 
puted to be his Body; 
Jo affected as to be his 
Body in Power, and 
Efficacy; that it is 
not the Original itſelf, 
but an Exemplifica- 
lion; that it is not his 
natural Body which 


ſuffered, and roſe, 


and is in Heaven, but 
only may in ſome Senſe 
be called his Body, 
becauſe it conveys to 
us the Energy of is, 
not by Chriſt”s per/c- 
nal Body being pre- 


ſent : but by a parti- 


cular Influente of the 
Holy Spirit, while it 
remains ſubſtantially 


Bread. 


145 ) | 
The FATHERS 


Say: 


The Euchatiſt is Cbriſt 
himſelf, the Archetype, or 
Original itſelf ;, the Logos, 
or eternal Word ; not a De- 
puty only, but his own pro- 
per Body ; that very ſame 
Body he had on Earth, in 
which he ſuffered, and roſe; 
that ſame, which was ado- 
red in the Manger ; and 
is to be adored on the Altar, 
becauſe it is the ſame, which 
is now in Heaven, and is 
the Lord himſelf of the Che- 
rubims ; that Body which 
was tore with Naik ; that 
Blood which flowe | 
his Side; given us under 
the Type, or Figure of 
Bread, which yet is chang- 
ed, and tranſelemented into 
his divine Body, and Sub- - 
ſtance, and is not Bread, 
though it ſeems ' Bread, 
&c. =} 


Now can any ſerious Man pretend, that 
theſe Expreſſions, which are ſo oppoſite, ' can 
(ny mean one, and the ſame Thing ? 

hen therefore Mr. Jobnſon ſeems to allow the 


Euchariſt to be the very, and real Body of 
Chriſt, I can attribute it to nothing, but what 
he ſays, Page 94. that the Force of divine Truth 
will ſometimes make its way into the Eyes of Men, 

| L though 
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though they wink never ſo bard. But then, 
where he comes to explain his Meaning, rather 
than own the catholick Doctrine, he explains 
the Reality of the Body quite away. For in 
his Syſtem, the Body of Chriſt is not his real, 
but only his repreſentative Body. The Effect 
may, if you pleaſe, be real; the Power, and 
Energy may be real; but the Body cannot 
be his real Body. Thus Glaſs may in Power, 
and to all the Effects of conveying Ink, be 
called an In- horn; it may be a real Thing 
that conveys Ink; but Glaſs can never be real 
Horn. It can, in the Upſhot, be no more than 
a Figure of Speech, and a harſh one too, on- 
ly ſoftened by uſe, to call it an Ink-horn. 
Nor can it be any Thing more, than a harſh 


55 call that Fleſh, which in Reality is only 
read. To ſay; real, and true Bread, is real, 
and true Fleſh, will for ever be abſurd. And 
hence I am brought to make this farther ge- 

neral Reflection. M * 
Abſurdity of If the Ancients, when they tell us the Eucha- 
raking 1? An- riſt is Chriſt's Body, and conſtantly uſe ſuch 
13 Expretiions, as 1mport his natural Body, muſt 
lick Senſe. be underſtood, not to mean his real perſonal 
Body, they muſt be underftood in ſuch a Way, 
as no Author of any Accuracy, or common 
Senſe did ever uſe to expreſs his Meaning. 
The Idiom of particular Languages, a Singu- 
larity.of Cuſtom in ſome Places, an extraor- 
dinary Figure of Speech may ſometimes ju- 
ſtify - Expreſſions, which would otherwiſe be 
abſurd., Thus a Glaſs Ink-horn is current, 
yet as current as it is with us, we often laugh 
at the Impropriety, and ſhould be laughed at, 
it, we offered to uſe the like Expreſſion in o- 
2 ther 


Metaphor, and too harſh to be ever tolerable, 
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ther Lan anguages. Still more ridiculous ſhould 
we be, if we affirmed this Glaſs Ink-horn to 
be very Horn, real Horn, Sc. And no lefs 
abſurd would the Fathers be, if they believes 
the Euchariſt to be real Bread, and yet, in all 
Occaſions, and Languages, were perpetually 
affirming it, to be real Fleſh. Mr. Johnſon 
ſpeaking of the Fathers, frequently uſing the 
Word Altar, and from the Connection between 
an Altar, and a Sacrifice, inferring that they 
believed a true Sacriſice, has ſeveral very juſt 
Reflections, which will clear this Matter. I 
will a Gb what he ſays of the Fathers uſing 
the rd Altar, to their uſing the Words 
Christ's Bedy. I will ſpeak entirely in his 
Words, only putting Cbriſt's Body, where he 
puts the Word Altar; or if, for clearing the 
Application, I add any other Words, I will 
lace them between theſe ] Crotchets. 
„The Fathers certainly knew the Import 
« of the Words Christ's Body, as well at leaſt, 
« as any that ever lived ſince; and they knew 
&« very well the Connection between [the 
« Words Chriſt's Body, born of the Virgin, &c, 
« and, his natural Body; ] and if they had in 
s the leaſt ſuſpected the Name of Chriſt's Bo- 
*« dy, [the Body which ſuffered, Sc.] would 
have given Men a wrong Idea of the Thing; 
ce they would certainly have foreborn to ule 
6 _ Name [and ſuch other perſona] Expreſ- 
e ſions] or have taken care to intimate to their 
Readers, that they were not to take Cbriſ!”s 
© Body in a proper Senſe, Or it ſome parti- 
% cular Men had ventured to give it [the Eu- 
& chariſt] that Title, they would by others 
„ have been called upon, to explain them- 
ee ſelves, and to remove the Scandal. But 
L 2 „ contrary 


(148). 


« contrary to all this, the Name of the Body of 


„ Chriſt, (the Body which ſuffered, c.] was 
« familiarly given, without any Appearance 
« of Queſtion, or Doubt upon this Subject: 
« and it may as well be doubted, whether, 
« what the primitive Church called Baptiſm, 
« Biſhop, or holy Scriptures, were thoſe 
« Things, which now paſs under thoſe Names; 
* as whether, what they called the Body f 
% Chriſt, was a real [Body] [or whether his 
« Body that ſuffered, was his real perſonal Bo- 
« dy.] Page 430.—As there is a natural Co- 
c herence, and Relation between Altar, and 
4 Sacrifice [and a natural one between Chriſt's 
Body born of the Virgin, and his natural 
« Body] in the common Conceptions of Man- 
« kind; ſo it is inconſiſtent with that common 
Prudence, which all that are not malicious 
« Enemies to primitive Chriſtianity, muſt al- 
« low to the Fathers of the firſt Ages, to ſup- 

6* poſe they ſhould ſo generally agree in call- 
« ing the Euchariſt Chriſt's Body [the Body 
« which ſuffered, &c.] and that no fingle Wri- 
« ter ſhould ever hint any Diſlike of this 
« Name, eſpecially if the Notion [of the Eu- 
&©chariſt being the natural Body which ſuf- 
„ fered, Sc.] be fo dangerous, and full of 
« Miſchief, as ſome would repreſent it. Page 

$£ 205, If we may not from hence conclude, 

« that Chriſt's Body [meant his perſonal Bo- 

* dy] and was thought the moſt proper Name, 

« we muſt, for the future, ceaſe to argue from 

the Words of others, and learn ſome more 

„ fure Way of gueſſing at their Thoughts. 

bid. And I have good Reaſon to believe, 

te that if our Adverſaries had the one half of 
that Evidence againſt the Body of Chriſt 
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« being meant of his natural Body] as I have 
here produced for it, we ſhould be implead- 
« ed of Obſtinacy, and Stupidity, if we per- 
6 ſiſted in our Pretenſions. Page 307. — We 
« muſt believe the Chriſtian Writers to be the 
« moſt ſingular that ever yet appeared, if, for 
«« ſo long a Tract of Time, they never gave 
« the Euchariſt any other, but a Nick-name. 
«« [Body born of the Virgin, &c. can be no 
« more than a Nick- name, if it does not mean 
« his perſon] Body.] And in all ſucceeding 
« Apes, till now of late, this Name, the Bo- 
&« dy of Chriſt, has ſtill been allowed without 
« any Controul, or Oppoſition. Page 308.—If 
e this Way of interpreting Scripture, and An- 
ce tiquity, | that real Body, Body born of the Vir- 
« gin, &c. does only mean a repreſentative Bo- 
<« dy] be allowed of, it will ſoon evaporate 
all Religion into meer airy Notion. Bid. 
f For thus the Incarnation will not mean a 
te real, but a repreſentative Body, &c.] 

I may be told, I have in vain argued thus 
from his Words, Becauſe the Caſe is not pa- 
rallel between the Words Altar, and Chri/t*s 
Body, ſince what is called Chriſt's Bedy is often 
called Bread, and a Type. But then I muſt 
reply, that what is called an Altar, is often 
called a Table, As therefore this does not 
hinder the Evidence, that they meant a true, 
and proper Altar, ſo thoſe other Words do not 
hinder the Evidence, that they meant Chriſt's 
Body in the moſt proper Senſe: And as they 
never called the Altar a meer Table; ſo they 
never called the Body of Chriſt meer Bread, or 
meer Type. Nay they ſometimes deny it is 
to be called a Type, and affirm it 1s not Bread. 


On the contrary, I defy any one to produce 


( x50 ) 

any Authority to prove, that the Words, Body 
which ſuffered, roſe, &c. were ever frequently 
uſed, and inculcated of any Thing, but Chriſt's 
natural Boy, And to ſay, that the Body born 
of the bleſſed Virgin, &c. means his perſonal 
Body always, and every where elſe, but not 
in the Euchariſt, is ſuperlatively weak. 

I might here farther ſhew, that moſt of the 
tion from the Arguments, by which he proves the 60 of St. 
Sixth of Jchn. Jahn ſpeaks of the Euchariſt, prove againſt 

him, that he ſpoke of his natural Body. For 
Example: Mr. Fohn/ſon, pag. 398. obſerves 
very well, that the Expreſſions of eating his 
Body, and drinking his Blood, are exceſſively 
figurative Metaphors and Catachreſes, and that, 
if our Saviour meant nothing more by them, 
than ſo obvious a thing as receiving him, and 
his Doctrine by Faith, be cloathed his thoughts 
in moſt unnatural Language; (for what is more 
unnatural to crvilized Men, than to eat a Man's 
Fleſh, and drink his Blood * ) 

But is not this as unnatural Language, if 
he meant no more, than eating Bread, and not 
real Fleſh, but only repreſentative Fleſh ? If 
eating his Fleſh be no more, than eating 
Bread made a Repreſentative of, and deputed to 
be his Body in Power and Efficacy, it would 
be as rational to call the receiving Baptiſm, 
eating his Fleſh. For Baptiſm repreſents his 
Blood, by which our Sins are waſhed away, 
and the Water 1s deputed to be his Blood in 
Efficacy and Power, by an inviſible myſte- 
rious Influence of the Holy Ghoſt. Nor can 
any ſatisfactory Reaſon be given why the Fa- 
thers make ſo much a greater, and more in- 
comprehenſible Myſtery of the Euchariſt, than 
of the myſterious Power and Energy of the 

Baptiſm, 
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Baptiſmal Water, but bi by his Bo- 
dy, meant his natural Body. 

Again, pag. 375. he ſays very rightly, that 
our Saviour himſelf, in the vi“ of St. Fobn, 
uſes J, and Me as Words equivalent to my Fleſh, 
and Blood; and that the Word Chrift, or Chriffs 
Fleſh, and Blood, is alſo uſed promiſcuoufly by 
the Fathers, as equivalent. Hence we may 
argue thus: the Words J, and Me, are the 
moſt determinate Words, that can be uſed, to 

expreſs one's own Perſon : conſequently, fince 
Chriſt ſpeaking of the Euchariſt, uſes IJ, and 
Me, as equivalent to my Body, my Blood, he 
plainly means his perſonal Body, and Blood. 

But in fine, becauſe I haſten to the End of 
theſe Remarks, omitting many other Proofs 
of Mr. Jobnſon's Inconſiſtence, and that he 
clearly proves the real ſubſtantial Preſence of 
Chriſt in the Euchariſt, I will add but one 
more; and it ſhall be from the ſhort Adver- 
tiſement, at the End of his Book, that it may 
appear how much his Inconſiſtencies go on 
from the Beginning, to the End. 


Pag. 503. he tells us, the real Preſence is 2 % Preſence 


Word he does not remember, he ever 20e 
with Approbation; whereas it is very clear, that 
he has done it, pag. 143, 212. and elſe where: 
and if he had not, it could only be, leſt that 
Expreſſion might add to the Opinion he is 
under, of 3 Popiſh Doctrine. For he 
has certainly uſed Words, which are plainly 
equivalent. He all along pretends to hold, 
that the Euchariſt is the very Body, the 7rue 
Body of Chriſt; and it is meer caviling, to 
pretend that very, and true, and real, are not 
equivalent Words. He had ſaid in his Propiti- 


atory Oblation, that when he is receiving the Holy 
» Euchariſt 


( x52 ) 


 Eucharift, he bas the Price of his Redemption i Fe 


bis Hand, or lying before his Eyes, Now how 
can this be affirmed conſiſtently by one, who 
denies that the Thing received is Chriſt's very 
and real Body, is what cannot be- underſtood. 
For Chriſtianity knows no other Price of our 
Redemption, but Chriſt's natural Body, which 
redeem'd us. And Mr. Jobnſon had ſaid in this 
Book, pag. 68. beyond all Diſpute bis natural 
Body, and Blood were the Price he depoſited for 
the Salvation of Men. Nay, what he adds 
in this Advertiſement, does not remove, but 
confirms the Inconſiſtence. The aforeſaid Pro- 
poſition, ſays he, needs no Juſtiſication to thoſe, 
who believe the Church of England Catechiſm ; 
becauſe, if the Body of Chrift be verily, and in- 
deed received, then I ſuppoſe the Price of our Re- 
demption is verily, and indeed received in the Eu- 
chariſt; where he alſo calls it Hereſy, to deny 
this, and cites, to this Purpoſe, the Words 
where St. Ignatius cenſures it as Hereſy, to 
deny, that the Euchari# is the Body, which i ＋ 
fer d for us, and roſe again. Since therefore it 
is evident, that only Chriſt's perſonal Body 
redeem'd us, dy'd, and roſe again; it is in- 
conſiſtent to the laſt Degree, in him, and the 
Church of England, and all who allow the Au- 
thoriry of the ancient Fathers, to deny that the 
Euchariſt is Chriſt's natural, ſubſtantial, real, 
and perſonal Body. | 

And now I will. conclude with this only 
Reflection, that from this learned Man's la- 
borious Iuconſiſtencies it appears, that no A- 
greement with Antiquity, nor with them- 
ſelves, can ever be expected from thoſe, who 
depart from the Catholick Church; and that, 
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as Mr. Jobnſon ſays very well, upon another 
Occaſion, Page 199. When Men of the greateſt 
Learning, and Judgment have no Compaſs, by 
which to ſteer their Interpretations of the Holy 
Scripture [and of Antiquity] they muſt of Con- 
ſequence run wide of the Truth, and of each o- 
ther; [and of themſelves] and if they do hit 
on the irue Senſe, it is by meer Chance, 8 
Let me ſay here again; O /i ſic omnia] and 
that no Compaſs can ever ſteer Mens floating 
Judgments into the Truth, but that which 
directs them to ſubmit their Interpretations, 
and private Opinions (which are ever ſubject 
to Errors) to a ſupreme, final, deciſive Church- 
Authority and Centre of Unity. 
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